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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
FUTURE PLANT DESIGNS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES� 

NOVEMBER 30, 2006� 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND� 

INTRODUCTION 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs met on November 30, 2006, at 11545 
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland, in Room T-2B3. The purpose of this meeting was to hear 
presentations by and hold discussions with representatives of the NRC staff, Nuclear Energy 
Institute (NEI) and other meeting participants regarding DG-1145, "Combined License 
Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)." The Subcommittee gathered 
information, analyzed relevant issues and facts, and formulated proposed positions and actions, 
as appropriate, for deliberation by the full Committee. The entire meeting was open to public 
attendance. Mr. David C. Fischer was the cognizant staff engineer and the Designated Federal 
Official for this meeting. The Subcommittee received no written comments, or requests for time 
to make oral statements from any members of the public regarding this meeting. The meeting 
was convened at 8:30 am and adjourned at 3:36 pm. 

ATTENDEES 

Thomas S. Kress, Chairman Michael Corradini, Member 
Said Abdel-Khalik, Member (via teleconference) William J. Shack, Member 
J. Sam Armijo, Member John D. Sieber, Member 
Mario V. Bonaca, Member Graham B. Wallis, Member 
David C. Fischer, ACRS Staff 

David Matthews, NRRlDNRL Stephen Tingen, NRR 
Eric Oesterle, I\IRRlDI\IRL Jerry Wilson, NRRlDNRL 
Joe Colaccino, NRRlDRA Mark Rubin, NRRJDRA 
Donnie Harrison, NRRlDRA Bob Palla, NRRJDRA 
Nick Saltos, NRRJDRA Bruce Musico, NSIRJDPR 
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ATTENDEES (CONT'D)� 

OTHERS 

Leslie Kass, NEI Jerry Mauck, South Texas Project 
Andrea Sterdis, Westinghouse Eddie R. Grant, NuStart/EXCEL Services 
Meghan Goldman, DOE Joe Mihalcik, UniStar Nuclear/Constellation 
Martha Shields, DOE Ryusi Iwasaki, Toshiba 

A complete list of attendees is in the ACRS Office file and will be made available upon request. 
The presentation slides and handouts used during the meeting are attached to the Office Copy 
of these minutes. 

OPENING REMARKS BY THE SUBCOMMITrEE CHAIRMAN 

Dr. Thomas S. Kress, Chairman of the Future Plant Designs Subcommittee, stated that the 
purpose of this meeting was to summarize and discuss the technical content of Draft 
Regulatory Guide DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR 
Edition)," discuss the public comments that the staff received on DG-1145, and summarize how 
the staff plans on resolving the public comments. He explained that because of the 
document's formidable size, the committee assigned different chapters to individual members 
that may have some knowleqge of that particular area. He said that individual member 
comments were developed, provided to the staff, and would be discussed during the DG-1145 
overview portion of the meeting. 

STAFF PRESENTATIONS 

Mr. David Matthews, Director of NRO's Division of !'Jew Reactor Licensing provided the staff 
introductory comments. He said that DG-1145 development effort is being done in parallel with, 
and is meant to be consistent with, the proposed revisions to Part 52, currently being 
considered by the Commission. He said that these efforts needed to be completed in a timely 
manner in order to support the 13 COL applications expected in the beginning of fiscal year 
2008, and a total of 20 possible COL applications by the end of fiscal year 2008. Mr. Matthews 
said that DG-1145 was developed with a high level of external stakeholder participation (e.g., 
numerous public workshops). He said that DG-1145 was developed to support the staff's 
expectation that COL applications will be of a high-quality and will be complete. He also said 
that DG-1145 is formatted in such a way to facilitate applications being prepared under all of 
the options that are outlined in 10 CFR Part 52 (e.g., a COL application supported by a design 
certification, a COL application supported by an early site permit, both or neither. The 
development of DG-1145 was an intensive, expedited, and committed effort on the part of the 
staff and management with a high level of Commission interest. Mr. Matthews said that the 
staff is looking to have DG-1145 out within a couple of weeks of publishing the revised Part 52. 
Mr. Matthews then suggested that the subcommittee not get a presentation on the regulatory . 
treatment of non-safety systems (RTNSS). Mr. Colaccino (NRO) said that the guidance in 
DG-1145 on RTNSS was taken directly from Chapter 22 of the AP1000 design certification 
safety evaluation (NUREG-1793), which the Committee has already reviewed. He said that 
this guidance is not new and is consistent with SECY-94-084 and SECY-95-132 and their 
associated SRMs. He said that while there are no RTNSS requirements in the revised version 
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of Part 52 currently before the Commission, the concept of RTNSS is not going away (referring 
to a recent meeting on RTNSS associated with the staff's ESBWR design certification review). 
Dr. Bonaca and Dr. Shack said that the guidance on RTNSS should be retained in DG-1145 
since the concept of RTNSS is not going away. 

DG-1145 Overview 

Mr. Oesterle (NRRlDNRL), the lead project manager for the development of DG-1145, provided 
an overview and status of DG-1145. He said there won't be presentations on each and every 
section of DG-1145, as that would take too long. Rather, he said that time had been reserved 
time at the end of his overview presentation for the Subcommittee to ask questions on specific 
sections of DG-1145. To support that Q&A session, he said that many of the staff members 
who were involved in development of DG-1145 are here to respond to questions. Mr. Oesterle 
noted that the draft DG-1145 which the Subcommittee reviewed was based on the proposed 
Part 52 rule that was issued in March of 2006. He acknowledged that changes to DG-1145 will 
need to be made to make it comport with the final rule that is ultimately approved by the 
Commission. Dr. Wallis expressed concern that more time was not allotted on the agenda for 
the Subcommittee to dialogue with the staff. 

For several years prior to the development of DG-1145, the staff was engaged with the industry 
and NEI in their effort to develop guidance for COL Applications (NEI 04-01). Revision E of 
NEI 04-01 contains much useful guidance for COL applicants that reference both an ESP and a 
certified design, specifically the AP1000 design. With the passage of Energy Policy Act of 2005 
and the resulting potential increase in the number of COL applicants, the staff recognized the 
need for broader guidance to cover any COL application scenario permitted by Part 52. While 
the staff did not anticipate receiving a COL application for a custom (non-certified) plant design, 
the staff provided guidance for this scenario because it could also be used by an applicant for a 
certified design and because it provides insights to COL applicants referencing a certified 
design. 

Mr. Oesterle said that the development of DG-1145 began in earnest in January 2006. He said 
to develop DG-1145, the staff started with Reg Guide 1.70, Standard Format and Content of 
Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition). So, DG-1145 also applies to 
light water reactors and does not provide guidance on gas-cooled reactors or other non-LWR 
type reactors. The various sections of RG 1.70 were updated or revised based on information 
from the 1996 draft of the SRP, guidance contained in draft NEI 04-01, experience from NRC 
certification of standard designs, experience from NRC reviews of ESP applications, and 
numerous SECY papers and associated SRMs related to new reactor licensing. Then these 
revised sections were provided to staff technical reviewers to update, refine, and include any 
additional applicable technical guidance. Draft work-in-progress sections of DG-1145 were 
plased on the NRC's public website. Monthly public workshops were held between March and 
September 2006. Public comments and feedback were solicited during these workshops and 
over 500 comments were received and dispositioned (see Appendix I to DG-1145). Drafts of all 
section of DG-1145 were on the NRC's public website by June 30, 2006. DG-1145 was 
published in the Federal Register (71 FR 52826) on September 7,2006, for a formal 45-day 
public comment period. The public comment period ended on October 23, 2006. 
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Section C of DG-1145 outlines the appropriate content of COL applications. Section C.I is 
intended to provided guidance to a COL applicant that references neither a design certification 
nor an ESP. This section is consistent with the requirements in proposed Part 52.79, Contents 
of applications; technical information in final safety analysis report. That is, it is structured like 
the chapters of a licensee's Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) and the staff's SER. Section 
C.II was developed to be consistent with the requirements in proposed Part 52.80, Contents of 
applications; additional technical information. Section C.III was developed to provide guidance 
to COL applicants referencing a cel1ified design and an early site permit and to provide 
guidance associated with topics unique to that scenario. Section C.IV provides guidance on 
miscellaneous topics associated with COL applications and new reactor licensing (e.g., limited 
work authorizations, RTI\ISS). Dr. Armijo asked what additional information needed to be 
submitted by a COL applicant that referenced both an ESP and a design certification. Messrs. 
Oesterle and Matthews explained that such an applicant would need to address and resolve 
COL Action items; any design acceptance criteria (DAC); Inspection, Tests, Analyses, and 
Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC); and site specific features, such as security and the ultimate heat 
sink. . 

Mr. Oesterle described the format and structure of DG-1145. Section C provides the guidance 
on the content of COL applications. Part C.I provides guidance for a COL applicant that 
references neither a CD nor an ESP (consistent with proposed 10 CFR Part 52.79). This Part 
is further subdivided, by chapters and similar to the way a Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) 
is organized. However, a new introductory subsection and a new subsection on probabilistic 
risk assessment were added. Part C.II provides additional technical guidance (consistent with 
proposed 10 CFR Part 52.80). Part CII is further subdivided to address PRA; Inspection, Tests, 
Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC); and Environmental Report. Mr. Oesterle explained 
that this section will need to be revised to reflect the fact that the latest Part 52 rule (currently 
before the Commission) no longer requires the submittal of a PRA. Part CIII provides guidance 
for a COL applicant that references just a CD as well as those that reference both a CD and an 
ESP. This section also provides guidance related to ITAAC, design acceptance criteria (DAC), 
and COL Action Items. Part CIV provides gUidance on miscellaneous topics associated with a 
COL application [e.g., operational programs, limited work authorizations, generic issues, 
regulatory treatment of non-safety systems (RTNSS)]. Mr. Oesterle said that the information 
needed to get a COL will generally consist of information provided for the CD, information 
provided to get an ESP, and remaining information (e.g., plant-specific design information, 
information on operational programs). 

Mr. Oesterle also provided a brief status of the development of DG-1145. He said the public 
comment period closed on October 23, 2006, and that approximately 700 individual comments 
were received. The staff is currently working to resolve the public comments. He emphasized 
that DG-1145 will be revised to comport with the final revision to 10 CFR Part 52 as approved . 
by the Commission. Mr. Oesterle said that there was a process in place to ensure consistency 
between DG-1145 and the proposed Regulatory Guide and SRP Section updates. The staff 
plans to publish DG-1145 (as Regulatory Guide 1.206) after incorporation of public comments 
and after final issuance of the Part 52 rule. The staff is considering additional public forums to 
update external stakeholders on Regulatory Guide 1.206 prior to publication. 

Mr. Oesterle also provided a brief status of the development of DG-1145. He said the public 
comment period closed on October 23, 2006, and that approximately 700 individual comments 
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were received. The staff is currently working to resolve the public comments. He emphasized 
that DG-1145 will be revised to comport with the final revision to 10 CFR Part 52 as approved 
by the Commission. Mr. Oesterle said that there was a process in place to ensure consistency 
between DG-1145 and the proposed Regulatory Guide and SRP Section updates. The staff 
plans to publish DG-1145 (as Regulatory Guide 1.206) after incorporation of public comments 
and after issuance of the final Part 52 rule. The staff is considering additional public forums to 
update external stakeholders on Regulatory Guide 1.206 prior to publication, such as use of the 
NRCs public website to post completed sections of RG 1.206, and additional public meetings 
(perhaps in the mid- to late January time frame) to share status and progress on RG 1.206 
efforts. 

Mr. Oesterle showed a time line depicted the development of DG-1145 in relation to issuance of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, revision to Part 52, revisions to RGs and SRP Sections, and 
anticipated receipt of COL applications. Dr. Wallis expressed concern that DG-1145 needs to 
be technically complete and accurate and not just be a process document. Mr. Matthews 
explained that DG-1145 is merely a roadmap for COL applicant to guide them in terms of what 
information should be included in their application. He said that DG-1145 imposes no new 
requirements and also said it will be revised to be consistent with the final (not the proposed or 
proposed final) Part 52 rule approved by the Commission. DG-1145 identifies the information 
required to accept a COL application. By insuring that applications contain all of the information 
the staff believes it needs to complete it review it should minimize the need for requests for 
additional information (RAls). Then the COL application will be reviewed against the 
regulations, other RGs, and SRP Sections. 

ACRS Member Comments on DG·1145 

Dr. Kress asked the ACRS members in attendance to ask the staff any questions or comments 
they might have on DG-1145, particularly on any chapter to which they were assigned to 
review. Dr. Shack noted that the regulatory guide on BWR water chemistry, RG 1.56, is 
obsolete and should be replaced. Mr. Koenick said that the related SRP section was being 
revised to reference the EPRI water chemistry guidelines. Dr. Shack also noted that DG-1145 
had a good discussion on leak-before-break, but questioned why there wasn't a separate 
regulatory guide on the issue. Mr. Chan of the NRC staff said that work had begun several 
years ago on the development of a regulatory guide on leak-before-break, but that they decided 
to put that regulatory guide in abeyance because of concerns related to primary water stress 
corrosion cracking (the staff wanted to rethink its position which required two mitigative 
methods to address PWSCC in light of active degradation in piping that might be a candidates 
for leak-before-break). Dr. Shack also noted that there considerable variability in the level of 
detail from chapter to chapter in DG-1145 (e.g., section on feedwater piping which recommends 
that cast stainless steel be volumetrically inspect able as compared to the section on Class 1 
piping which simply references the Code). Mr. Colaccino said that before the staff finalizes DG
1145 they would try to rectify these inconsistencies. 

Dr. Armijo suggested that materials degradation issues (materials and environment) be 
addressed together in one section of DG-1145 as opposed to being spread out in the various 
system-related sections of DG-1145. Mr. Oesterle suggested that it may be more appropriate 
to have a separate RG on materials degradation issues. 
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Mr. Sieber said that he thought there should be more description in DG-1145 of what the 
licensee proposed to do as far as reactor coolant system (RCS) pipe and component hangers, 
snubbers, and supports. He also expected to see more in DG-1145 on the applicants fatigue 
analysis and adescription off the design limitations for hydrostatic testing of the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary. Mr. Seiber also suggested that reviewers might also need additional 
information on RCS weld material, geometry, etc., particularly for ferirtic-to-austenitic welds 
where buttering is used. Mr. Oesterle noted that some of the details that Mr. Sieber was 
looking for may be verified during the construction phase by ITAAC or by engineering design 
verification efforts or by first-of-a-kind engineering inspections. 

Dr Corradini said that he checked chapter 6 against the contents of an old FSAR and found the 
level of detail of the information requested to be very detailed and consistent with the 
Kewaunee. He said he also agreed with NEI's editorial comments. Dr. Wallis noted that DG
1145 asked applicants to analyze the effects of small particles that penetrate the sump screen 
but expressed scepticism over an applicant's ability to do such an analysis as well as the staff's 
ability to evaluate it. Dr. Wallis said that subject of fan coolers draining and refilling following an 
accident, and the resultant potential for water hammer effects, should be addressed in 
DG-1145. Subcommittee members discussed the difference between primary and secondary 
leakage rates. 

Dr. Abdel-Khalik said that the chapter on digital instrumentation and control (I&C) systems asks 
applicants to statistically validate computer system functional requirements. Specifically, "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." He asked the staff why 95%. Mr. Li, from NRR's 
Instrumentation and Control Branch, said that industry also question why the staff specified a 
specific confidence level, said that the guidance was going to be revised to delete the specific 
value and, rather, ask for documentation to demonstrate compliance with the ITAAC 
requirement. Mr. Sieber noted that the I&C section does not provide sufficient information to 
understand the staff's guidance that there be "independence of protection systems from control 
systems" and that digitall&C systems have "redundancy, diversity and defense in depth." He 
questioned whether additional regulation was needed in this area and whether additional 
regulation would constitute a backfit. Dr. Wallis agreed with Mr. Sieber that the words in the 
I&C section were vague. Dr. Wallis also thought the I&C section should address cyber-security. 
Mr. Li indicated that the staff is working with industry to revise RegUlatory Guide 1.152 to 
provide additional guidance on cyber-security. 

With regard to the Electrical Power chapter of DG-1145, Mr. Sieber said he thought it might by 
unreasonable or impractical for system operators to perform real-time analysis regarding grid 
stability. He also questioned the meaningfulness of the supposedly worst case analysis the 
applicant would need to submit to describe the means for doing the real-time analysis. He did 
think it was good to promote a relationship between the licensee and the system operator. 
Mr. Sieber also said that the staff, in its review, should pay attention to the power supplies to 
microprocessor control devices ( e.g., timers, relays) because they are sensitive to DC power 
surges which can result in equipment failures (e.g., diesel generator load sequencers, 
breakers). Dr. Wallis also said the Electrical Power section was well done because it was 
technology-neutral, applicable to any reactor type. 
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Dr. Kress indicated that comments of ACRS members, not present at today's Subcommittee 
meeting, would be provided to the staff. 

Dr. Abdel-Khalik expressed concern that there needed to be more consistency or cross
correlation between the Steam and Power Conversion System chapter and the other chapters 
of DG-1145 (e.g., BWR water chemistry in Chapter 3 and PWR water chemistry in Chapter 10). 
Mr. Koenick said that the staff would try to address this in its conformancy and consistency 
check. 

Dr. Bonaca said that the Human Factors Engineering Chapter was excellent. He said the 
industry comments on the chapter were good and that the staff was working to bring industry's 
issues to closure. 

Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) 

Mr. Harrison described the guidance contained in DG-1145 related to PRA and severe accident 
evaluations. He said that the proposed10 CFR 52 rulemaking included a requirement for COL 
applicants to submit a plant-specific PRA to the NRC for review. After completion of DG-1145, 
the NRC position changed to accept the industry comment to delete this requirement. Rather, 
final 10 CFR Part 52 now requires that the PRA be maintained available for staff inspection at 
the applicant's office. Dr. Wallis questioned why, if it is available, doesn't the staff just ask 
applicants to send in their PRA with the COL application? He expressed his opinion several 
times during the meeting that the PRA should be made available to the public. Mr. Rubin 
explained that late in the concurrence process, there was a decision by senior management to 
remove the requirement that the PRA be submitted as part of a design certification or COL 
application. The requirement to submit the PRA was deleted throughout Part 52, including the 
existing requirement for design certification applicants to submit a design-specific PRA. Mr. 
Harrison said that DG-1145 will need to be revised to reflect the change in the NRC position 
Le., to conform to the final rule. Specifically, he said that the majority of the gUidance currently 
in Section C.11.1 (PRA) will need to be incorporated into C.1.19 (FSAR Chapter 19). Since 
FSAR Chapter 19 is a qualitative, summary description of the PRA, results, insights, uses, etc., 
staff audits will be necessary to fully understand, review, and confirm the bases for the PRA 
results and insights and adequacy for the PRA uses/applications [e.g., RTNSS, Reliability 
Assurance Program (RAP)]. Mr. Harrison said that the requirement to submit a design-specific 
or plant-specific PRA with the DC or COL application is separate and distinct from the 
requirement to submit PRA updates to the NRC. Mr. Rubin noted that Part 52 is the first place 
in the regulations that actually requires that a PRA be done, but it does not require that it be 
maintained or updated. Mr. Harrison pointed out that the development of PRA standards is 
ongoing and evolving process. 

Mr. Harrison stated that the basis for the PRA guidance in DG-1145 is taken from: NRC Policy 
Statements, SECY Papers and related SRMs; experience with design certification reviews for 
CE System 80+, ABWR, AP-600, and AP-1000; and 10 CFR 52.79 PRAlSevere Accident 
requirements. 

Mr. Harrison said that the staff intends to use the applicant's PRA and severe accident 
evaluations to conclude that 9 objectives (derived from NRC Policy Statements, SECY Papers, 
and related SRMs) are met. The COL applicant will specifically address how each objective is 
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met. Both the 0.1 conditional containment failure probability (CCFP) and the 10-6/yr large 
release frequency (LRF) metrics were derived from SECY Papers and approved by the 
Commission. Mr. Rubin explained that objectives are gUidelines and not strict regulatory 
requirements. He said that applicants should not artificially or intentionally increase PRA results 
associated with one objective or metric simply to meet one of the other objectives. Dr. Kress 
noted that the conditional containment failure probability metric of 0.1 is weighted by the core 
damage frequency and that that automatically took care of the issue. Dr. Kress asked the staff 
why it used a 10-6/yr metric on LRF as opposed to on LERF. Dr. Palla of the NRC staff said that 
for the AP600 design certification, Westinghouse's LERF calculation picked up late failures. He 
explained that Westinghouse did not look at early fatalities in calculating LERF. Rather, 
Westinghouse took all release frequencies that did not result in an intact containment to 
contribute to LERF. While Westinghouse called it large, they did not try to distinguish between 
the release magnitudes that would cause fatalities and those which would not. Mr. Harrison 
said that several of the nine objectives are used to identify and assess the balance of 
preventive and mitigative features (including operator actions) such that the plant design 
reflects a reduction in risk compared to existing plants (contemporary with the Severe Accident 
Policy Statement of 1985). Several other objectives are in support of specific uses and 
applications of the PRA results for programs [e.g." RTNSS, ITMC, COL and interface 
requirements]. Mr. Harrison said that none of theobjectives would require an applicant to do a 
Level 3 PRA and that the gUidance on RTNSS in OG-1145 would be revised to clarify thaat a 
Level 3 PRA is not required. Mr. Rubin clarified that while a Level 3 PRA is not required, NEPA 
requires that a severe accident management design assessment (SAMOA) study be conducted 
and that some vendors have chosen to do a bounding Level 3 assessment to meet that 
requirement. Dr. Bonaca said that some of the near term operating license plants licensed after 
the TMI accident (e.g., Seabrook) were required to do a Level 3 PRA in order to get their 
license. Dr. Kress indicated that he felt that the guidance on population density near nuclear 
power plant site is adequate. Finally, Mr. Harrison outlined the regulatory guidance provided in 
OG-1145 to assist COL applicants in the development of Chapter 19 of the FSAR. 

Reliability Assurance Program (RAP) 

Steve Tingen with NRR's Quality Assurance Branch described the guidance in OG-1145 on 
Reliability Assurance Programs (RAPs). He said that the guidance is based on Commission 
direction in SECY-95-132, Item E, "Reliability Assurance Program." He said the purpose of RAP 
is twofold, first to design reliability into the plant (Le., design RAP), and second to maintain 
reliability (Le., operational RAP). The scope of a RAP includes both safety-related and non
safety-related structures, systems, and components (SSCs) and plant/design-specific as well as 
site-specific information. RAP activities for the operational phase are integrated into existing 
programs Le., not a new separate program. Mr. Tingen said that the information the staff asks 
for in OG-1145 related to RAP is consistent with the RAP-related SRP sections (Section 17.4, 
which is the RAP section and Section 19, which is the PRA section). SpecificaIlY,OG-1145 
asks applicants to describe the scope, purpose, and objectives of their RAP. It also asks for a 
description of any deterministic or probabilistic methods (e.g., use of importance measures) 
they will use for prioritizing SSCs. Mr. Tingen said that OG-1145 asks a description of the 
quality controls they used for the development of their design RAP (e.g., organization, design 
control procedures, and instructions, corrective actions, ad audit plans). Finally, he said there is 
an ITMC associated with the design RAP that could be reviewed with the COL application. 
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Operational Programs 

Mr. Colaccino said that guidance on operational programs is provided in Sections C.1.13A and 
C.IVA of OG-1145. He said there was an issue as to whether operational programs should 
have an ITAAC associated with them and that this was discussed in two earlier SECY Papers 
and ultimately resolved in SECY-05-0197, "Review of Operational Programs in a Combined 
License Application and Generic Emergency Planning Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and 
Acceptance Criteria." The staff decided that if an operational program could be fully described 
in a COL application then an ITAAC for that program was unnecessary. Mr. Colaccino said 
that, by statute, there is a generic ITAAC related to emergency planning. This ITAAC was 
developed with input from industry and is described in SECY-05-0197. It is a generic template 
type ITAAC that can accommodate the site-specific aspects of emergency planning. The 
proposed revision to the emergency planning SRP Section13.3 is consistent with the generic 
emergency planning ITMC. Mr. Musico (NSIR) said that SRP Section 13.3 has an additional 
ITMC table in it, that goes slightly beyond generic ITMC in SECY-05-0197 because the SRP 
Section expands the use of the ITMC beyond COL applications to include ESP applications as 
well. Mr. Musico said that the staff could not make a reasonable assurance finding on 
emergency planning at the ESP stage, because the plant was not physically there, even if the 
ESP applicant proposed a complete and integrated emergency plan, unless the plan was 
bolstered by an additionallTMC. Operational programs that can be fUlly described in a COL 
application must be required by regulation, reviewed as part of the COL application review, and 
inspected to verify implementation. Because a substantial portion of operational programs will 
occur after the COL is issued, the program description (FSAR level) in the COL application 
should include implementation milestones. Mr. Colaccino showed a slide which identified 20 or 
so operational programs. He said that the NRC intends to inspect operational program 
implementation during construction. He said that the proposed final Part 52 rule has included 
implementation milestones for some operational programs and that there are license conditions 
associated with operational program (Le., scheduling and implementation) that are not 
specifically covered in rule. 

ITAAC/DAC 

Mr. Oesterle said that ITAAC were first mentioned in an Atomic Industrial Forum (AIF) Report 
on "Standardization of Nuclear Power Plants in US" (1986). In that report nuclear industry 
representatives proposed ITMC so that licensees would know in advance the specific 
inspections and acceptance criteria for those inspections. He said ITMC were codified in 
Part 52 in 1989. Part 52 requires COL applicants to include ITMC to ensure the facility has 
been constructed and will be operated in accordance with the license. Section C.11.2 of OG
1145 provides generic guidance on ITAAC. Guidance on ITAAC and the methodology by which 
the applicant determines which SSCs they are going to include in the ITAAC are supposed to 
be included in the application. Mr. Oesterle said the staff wants cross-references between key 
aspects of the PRA, safety analyses, and features of the design, including risk significant SSCs, 
to be included in ITMC. He said the applicant must include ITMC for the entire facility 
including site-specific features not addressed during the design certification, ITMCS from the 
referenced certified design, and ITMC for security design features. Mr. Oesterle showed a 
table that highlighted ITMC with varying degrees of complexity as well as the general format of 
an ITMC. He said that ITMCs are proposed by the design certification, ESP or COL 
applicant, then reviewed and approved by the NRC. Completion of the ITMC will be a license 
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condition. COL holders will need to complete all ITAAC before the Commission can make a 
finding allowing the plant to operate. 

Design Acceptance Criteria (DAC) are used for design areas that include rapidly changing 
technology or require as-built or as-procured information (e.g., digitall&C, control room, leak
before-break, radiation shielding). DAC are approved by the Commission on a case-by-case 
basis and are only used to certify a new reactor design. DAC, like ITAAC, must be completed 
prior to plant operation. There are two elements necessary to close out a DAC: 1) completion 
and acceptance of the design and 2) verification that the as-built plant conform with the 
approved design. DAC were approved for the ABWR, CE System 80+, AP600, and AP1 000 
certified designs. Mr. Oesterle said it would be prudent for COL applicants to resolve DAC as 
part of their COL application, even though it is not required. He said the the certified design 
vendors are currently working on completion of DAC (I.e., via the approval of topical reports). 
The NRC will inspect the completion of all DAC. 

COL Action Items 

Mr. Oesterle said that COL action are specific items that have been deferred to COL applicants 
that reference either a certified design, an ESP, or both. They may include operational aspects 
which are in the purview of the licensee but they also include certain aspects of the design that 
are site specific. COL action items can be associated with either a certified designs or an ESP 
and are documented in the staff's final Safety Evaluation Report. COL applicants referencing a 
certified design are reqUired to provide information that addresses the COL action items 
associated with the referenced design. It is anticipated that the terms and conditions for an 
ESP will include addressing COL action items. Mr. Oesterle said that COL action items als vary 
in their range of complexity and provided a couple of examples of COL action items. He said 
that is prudent for COL applicants to provide resolution for COL action items as part of their 
application, even though it is not required. Some COL action items may be completed after the 
license is issued. Mr. Oesterle said that DG-1145 identifies a number of mechanisms by which 
completion or resolution of COL action items can be closed out or verified and those are ether 
by ITAAC, by a license condition, or by an operational program. He said that COL action items 
must also be closed out prior to operation. Mr. Fischer said that he thought it would be useful 
for the staff and COL applicant to knew, before COL applications are actually submitted, which 
COL action items needed to be resolved (as opposed to just addressed) at the COL application 
stage and which COL action items could be deferred to prior to plant operation. 

Workshop Issues 

Mr. Oesterle said that the development of DG-1145 began in earnest in January 2006. He said 
that draft work-in-progress sections of DG-1145 were posted on the NRC's website following· 
completion to facilitate pUblic workshop discussions. Monthly public workshops on DG-1145 
were held from March 2006 to September 2006. Major issues discussed during the workshops 
include: 

DESIGN FINALITY 

Workshop discussions focused on areas of DG-1145 where addition information was requested 
in areas where a design had already been certified (e.g., radiation protection). The concern 
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was that the certified design should not be re-evaluated under a COL application.� 
Mr. Oesterle said that this was one of the most challenging areas for the staff in terms of being� 
able to negotiate the paradigm shift from the Part 50 licensing process to the Part 52 licensing� 
process.� 

COL INFORMATION AVAILABILITY� 

Due to use of RG 1.70 as the basis for DG-1145 and the staff's experience in licensing plants� 
using the Part 50 process, workshop discussion also focused on areas of the guidance� 
document in which information was requested that would not be available at the time of COL� 
application (but would have been available to the staff under the OL review period under Part� 
50).� 

VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES� 

Mr. Oesterle said that there was considerable discussion as to whether certain verification� 
activities should be performed as part of the construction inspection program (a sampling� 
activity) as opposed to by a more formal ITMC.� 

FIRST-OF-A-KIND ENGINEERING (FOAKE)� 

Workshop discussions also focused on the translation of high level design information (e.g.,� 
FSAR level) in DCDs and COLs into detailed design and construction documents. The issue� 
was whether this first-time translation activity needed to be inspected (FOAKE inspections) and� 
whether issuance of the COL should be dependent on the results of these inspections. What� 
level of detail does the staff need to look at in order to make its reasonable assurance finding?� 

ENGINEERING DESIGN VERIFICATION (EDV)� 

Mr. Oesterle said there was also discussions focused on the COL applicant's engineering QA� 
and QC controls and whether issuance of the COL should be dependent on the inspection of� 
these activities, and when such inspections might occur.� 

PASSIVE DESIGNS� 

Mr. Oesterle said there were discussions at the workshops as to whether DG-1145 should� 
provide guidance specific to passive plant designs. He said that in drafting DG-1145, the staff� 
was initially reluctant to provide any such guidance, because it wanted the guidance to be� 
broadly applicable. After receiving public comments on the draft and addition internal staff� 
discussions, he said the staff is considering providing limited guidance related to passive plant� 
designs (e.g., in the electrical systems area).� 

MAINTENANCE RULE� 

Mr. Oesterle said that workshop participants expressed concern that the information requested� 
in DG-1145 related to the Maintenance Rule went far beyond what should be required for a� 
COL applicant (Le., initially DG-1145 asked for everything). He said that discussions during� 
dedicated breakout sessions and additional workshop discussion allowed the staff and� 
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stakeholders to reach mutual agreement on the appropriate content of the guidance document 
in this area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT AND FINALITY 

Mr. Oesterle said that DG-1145 initially contained outdated guidance on the format and content 
of the environmental report (taken from Regulatory Guide 4.2). It also failed to recognize the 
finality of the environmental impact statement associated with an early site permit (ESP) unless, 
as provided for in Part 52, there was new and significant information. He said that DG-1145 
also needed to provide better guidance on how to transition from an ESP environmental report 
to a COL environmental report. 

PRA 

According to Mr. Oesterle there were discussions about the format, content, and timing of the 
PRA submittal. He said that timing was an issue because the peer-review lagged the COL 
application by a few months. He said that there were discussions as to whether the PRA 
needed to be kept up to date (Le., a living-PRA updated to include changes during construction 
and after operation) and discussions about the appropriate metric to be use for licensing new 
reactors (Le., LRF versus LERF and CCFP). 

HUMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING 

How and when the 12 elements of the human factors engineering DAC would be addressed or 
completed was also discussed at the workshops. This was somewhat difficult or controversial 
because some elements are design and some elements are implementation. Discussions also 
focused on ensuring the guidance in DG-1145 on human factors engineering did not extend 
beyond what is already provided in NUREG-0711 (Which it apparently did initially). 

RADWASTETREATMENTSYSTEMS 

Mr. Oesterle said that they discussed radioactive waste treatment during the workshops. The 
discussions focused on the level of information COL applicants needed to submit to ensure that 
any mobile or temporary (e.g., skid mounted) radioactive waste treatment equipment brought 
onsite would remain within the bounds of the license in terms of leakage and offsite dose. 

DIGITAL I&C 

Mr. Oesterle said there were two separate breakout sessions on digital instrumentation and 
control (I&C). They discussed the proposed guidance in DG-1145 and in the revised SRP 
Section on I&C. They discussed the issue of bidirectional communication between computers 
in different safety channels or between computers in safety channels and non-safety channels. 
They also discussed refinement of cyber-security guidance (Le., as contained in in RG 1.152) 
and adjustment of technical specification surveillance requirements based on self-testing or 
monitoring. He said that staf an industry have come to resolution on some of the digital I&C 
issues and that DG-1145 would be updated to reflect resolution of the issues. Mr. Sieber said 
that one of the critical issues that needs to be addressed is the degree to which one requires 
separation between protection channels and control channels and between accident 
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instrumentation and protection channels. He asked, do you use the same sensor and run 
different wires or do you run everything through a single processor and then branch off? 

Characterization of Public Comments 

Mr. Oesterle said that following an intensive and open effort to develop the many sections of 
DG-1145, and respond to approximately 500 public workshop comments, the staff formally 
issued DG-1145 for a 45-day public comment period on September 7,2006. Prior to that, on 
September 1, 2006, the staff had made the formal draft of DG-1145 available to external 
stakeholders on the NRC's public website. He said the public comment period closed on 
October 23,2006. Approximately 700 public comments were received. He said the bulk of 
comments came from NEI, as they acted as the focal point for compilation and consolidation of 
industry comments. In addition, the staff received public comments from AREVA, GE, Burns & 
Roe, ANS, and a few nuclear industry consultants. He said the staff is also working on 
resolving the 700 public comments on DG-1145 and conforming DG-1145 with the updated 
SRPs and the proposed final Part 52 rule. Dr. Wallis asked if the staff got any meaningful 
feedback from non-industry participants during the workshops. Mr. Colaccino said he did not 
know but added that the workshops were public meetings. He also said that the development 
of DG-1145 was a collaborative effort between the staff and industry. 

As summarized below, Mr. Oesterle characterize the more significant public comments. 

COL INFORMATION AVAILABILITY 

There were several areas where the guidance document requested information that 
commenters said would not be available when the COL application is submitted or during the 
COL application review phase. For example, the guidance for Onsite DC Power Systems 
requested battery characteristic curves. These battery characteristic curves will not be 
available until batteries have been procured which will be after submittal of the COL application 
and could likely be after issuance of the license. As another example, he said the guidance on 
determination of pipe rupture locations and dynamic effects associated with the postulated pipe 
ruptures requested that applicants provide" in addition to their design criteria, detailed 
information on containment penetrations and protective assemblies or guard pipes to be used 
for piping penetrations of containment areas. This detailed information is not expected to be 
available at the time the COL application is submitted. 

GUIDANCE ON PASSIVE DESIGN FEATURES 

Several commenters requested specific or additional guidance in areas where the requirements 
for SSCs in plant designs that incorporate passive safety systems differ significantly than those 
plant designs that incorporate the more traditional active safety systems. For example, 
DG-1145 did not provide any specific requirements for offsite AC power systems for passive 
plant designs that rely on Class 1E batteries for emergency power and non-safety related diesel 
generators for battery charging. Similarly, the guidance did not provide any specific 
requirements for diesel generator support systems, such as the fuel oil storage and transfer 
system, cooling water system, starting air system, lubrication system, and air intake and 
exhaust systems, for passive plant designs that rely on Class 1E batteries for emergency 
power. 
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OESIGN FINALITY 

The staff also received comments that OG-1145 inappropriately requested design information 
from the COL applicant in some areas that have already been certified. For example, OG-1145 
requested information related to diesel generator support systems that should have already 
been addressed in a certified design. 

INSPECTIONS vs. ITAAC 

Mr. Oesterle said the staff got the comment that OG-1145 contained guidance for a COL 
applicant that does not reference a certified design or an ESP. In areas where the guidance 
document requested information that was either not available at the time the COL application 
was submitted or required an update to verify that as-built or as-procured information 
conformed with the design, the guidance document also requested the applicant to ensure or 
identify that appropriate ITAAC existed or was proposed. Commenters suggested that 
construction inspections rather than ITAAC were the more appropriate verification mechanism. 

PLANT SPECIFIC PRA 

Mr. Oesterle said that several comments were related to the guidance provided on plant
specific PRAs. He said the guidance on plant-specific PRAs will be revised based on the 
changes in the Part 52 rule that was sent to the Commission. He said that by and large, the 
guidance provide in OG-1145 on PRAs is consistent with Commission policy. 

ITAAC 

Mr. Oesterle said numerous comments were received in the guidance provided on ITAAC. 
These comments generally focused on the use of ITAAC for verification of items that were 
considered more detailed than "top-level performance requirements or design requirements". 
He said that many ITAAC comments were focused on the guidance provided for development 
of ITAAC for instrumentation and control. 

ER and FINALITY of an EIS 

Comments on the environmental report guidance focused primarily on the fact that Regulatory 
Guide 4.2 is outdated and that better guidance on use of I\lUREG-1555 should be provided. 
Other comments focused on the importance of resolving finality of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) associated with an ESP and that this was pending the release of final proposed 
Part 52 rule language. 

GUIOANCE FROM PUBLIC WORKSHOP QUESTIONS 

Mr. Oesterle said that during development of the draft work-in-progress guidance document 
which was posted on the NRCs public website, the staff received approximately 500 public 
workshop comments. The staff developed responses to these comments and included these in 
Appendix I of draft OG-1145 issued for public comment. In areas where the staff agreed with 
the comment and agreed to change DG-1145, either the guidance failed to get revised, the 
basis for staff agreement failed to get incorporated into the document, or both. As an example, 
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he said the guidance on meteorological data requested at least 2 years of data. Workshop 
questions suggested that it should be acceptable for an applicant to provide 1 years worth of 
meteorological data at the time of COL Application submittal and supplement the data with an 
additional years worth of data from the same site after it has been collected (and prior to 
issuance of the license). This was intended to apply to a green 'field site that did not have a 
pre-existing meteorological tower and meteorological program, comparable to a Regulatory 
Guige 1.23 program, in place for a sufficient period of time prior to application submittal to 
acquire such data. The staff agreed that this flexibility for acquiring and submitting the 
meteorological data was acceptable but it was not reflected in the body of DG-1145. 

INDUSTRY COMMENTS 

Ms. Leslie Kass, representing NEI, said Mr. Oesterle had done a very gooq job characterizing 
industry's comments. She commended the staff for its efforts in developing DG-1145 and for 
conducting the workshops. Ms. Kass said that NEI had the help of several utilities and vendors 
in preparing NEI's comments on DG-1145. She said DG-1145 will help promote 
standardization and will make the COL process go smoother. She acknowledged DG-1145 as 
a gUidance document that contains no new requirements. She said that in some instances DG
1145 provided guidance that inappropriately went beyond the regulations. Ms. Kass said that 
the size or number of NEI's comments on DG-1145 did not reflect on adversely on the quality of 
the document. She said that there is significant industry interest in DG-1145 and expressed a 
desire to interact with the staff again on DG-1145, before it is published in final form (e.g., 
during another workshop). The NRC staff seemed amenable to such an interaction, but said a 
date for another workshophas not been finalized. 

Mr. Sieber suggested that the first users of DG-1145 capture any lessons learned from the COL 
application process, so follow-on utilities are not prone to making the same mistakes. Ms. Kass 
noted that there are consortia participating in the first COL application, so they have multiple 
utilities participating which gives them broader exposure, and therefore, to some extent, they all 
learn together. Mr. Oesterle said the staff recognizes the need to revise Regulatory Guide 
1.206 based on lessons learned and don't plan on letting it solidify. Ms. Sterdis indicated that 
Westinghouse has been very involved with NEl's review of DG-1145 and with the workshops. 
She said that the staff and industry appear to be converging on the satisfactory resolution of the 
major issues but would like to see the document again before it goes final. Ms. Kass said there 
are stili issues to be worked out in the digital I&C area. 

SUMMARY I PLANS FOR FULL COMMIITEE PRESENTATION 

The Subcommittee suggested that the staff address the following topics during the December 
Full Committee meeting: 

•� The Staff's Overview of DG-1145 
•� Information Availability at the COL Application Stage 
•� PRA Guidance in DG-1145 
•� Industry Comments/Concerns 
•� Conformance with Part 52, Completeness, and Consistency of the Guidance in 

DG-1145 
•� Any Significant Comments from ACRS Members not in Attendance at the 

Subcommittee Meeting 
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Agreements 

None. 

Staff/Industry Follow-up Actions 

Mr. Oesterle agreed to consider individual member comments (provided to the staff in advance 
of the November 30, 2006, Future Plant Design Subcommittee meeting) in revising DG-1145. 
A complete list of individual member comments is in the ACRS Office file and will be made 
available upon request. 

Subcommittee's Action 

The staff plans to provide a briefing on DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear 
Power Plants (LWR Edition)" to the full Committee during the December 7-8,2006, ACRS 
meeting. 

Documents Provided to the Subcommittee 

1.� Memorandum dated September 1, 2006, from David B. Matthews, Director, Division of 
New Reactor Licensing, NRR to John T. Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, Subject: 
Transmittal of Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for 
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)" (ML062440120) 

2.� Letter dated October 20, 2006, from Adrian Heymer, Nuclear Energy Institute to Rules 
and Directives Branch, Office of Administration, NRC, Subject: Notice of Availability 
Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power 
Plants (LWR Edition)." ("DG-1145") 71 Fed. Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7, 2006) 
(ML063000204) 

3.� Memorandum dated November 15, 2006, from David C. Fischer, ACRS Staff, to Tom 
Kress, Chairman, Future Plant Designs Subcommittee, Subject: Status Report for the 
Meeting of the Future Plant Designs Subcommittee, November 30, 2006, in Rockville, 
Maryland 

************************************************************************************* 

NOTE:� Additional details of this meeting can be obtained from a transcript of this meeting 
available for downloading or viewing on the Internet at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.htmlor 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/ can be purchased from Neal R. 
Gross and Co., 1323 Rhode Island Ave., N.W., Washington, DC 20005 (202) 
234-4433. 
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UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 ·0001� 

January 17, 2007 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

Thomas S. Kress, Chair 
Future Plant Designs Subcommittee 

David G. Fischer, Senior Staff Engineer ~a.l{(;~.l,.~ 
SUB..IECT: ANALYSIS OF EDO RESPONSE TO ACRS LEDER ON DRAFT 

FINAL REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145, COMBINED LICENSE 
APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR 
EDITION) 

Attached is a copy of the EDO's January 11, 2007, letter of response to the ACRS's 
December 12, 2006, letter on Draft Final Regulatory Guide DG-1145, Combined License 
Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition). A copy of the Committee's letter is also 
attached. 

Committee Letter 

In its December 12,2006, report to the Chairman on DG-1145, the Committee recommended: 

1.� The final rule, 10 CFR Part 52, should retain the requirements that a design-specific 
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) be submitted with the design certification application 
and that a plant-specific PRA be submitted with the combined license (COL) application. 

2.� DG-1145 should be issued as a final Regulatory Guide after the staff ensures that it is 
consistent with the 'final rule 10 CFR Part 52 and with the Regulatory Guides and 
Standard Review Plan (SRP) Sections/Chapters being revised or developed in support of 
new reactor licensing. 

Further, the Committee requested to be inform of any significant changes to the final RG prior to 
publication. 

EDO Response 

Regarding PRA submittal requirements, upon review of the comments and preparation of the 
final rule requirements, the staff now recommends requiring applicants to submit a description 
and the results of the PRA. Over the last several years, the NRC staff and other PRA experts 
have developed national consensus standards on PRA methods. There are a growing number 
of PRA standards applicable to new reactors. In light of these PRA standards, which were not 
available or even envisioned at the time that 10 CFR Part 52 was written, the staff plans to shift 
its review emphasis. Instead of checking all of the details of the PRA models and inputs 
submitted for a new reactor, the staff will: (1) verify that the PRA was developed according to 
available standards, including the required peer reviews; (2) check selected areas of 
importance; and (3) apply PRA risk insights, including importance measures and identified 
dominant sequences to focus its review on those areas most important to public health and 
safety. The draft final rule supports this approach. The Commission will decide on this matter 
when it votes on the final rule. 

ACRS recommended that the staff issue RG DG-1145 as a final RG only after ensuring 
consistency with the final rule and related guidance (e.g., RGs, NUREG-DaOO (the Standard 



Review Plan)). The staff agrees and has activities underway to enhance the consistency among 
these products. The staff will reconcile the final rule, RG DG-1145, and SRP Chapter 19 (i.e., 
the PRA provisions) with respect to the review objectives as noted in the December 12, 2006, 
ACRS letter. 

Finally, the staff will inform ACRS of any significant changes to the final RG prior to publication. 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 

Analysis 

The EDO response to the Committee's first recommendation is not satisfactory. It fails to 
address the Committee's fundamental concem that "[t]o certify a design or approve a COL, it will 
be necessary to have a detailed review of the PRA," It is not clear to me how having national 
consensus standards on PRA methods obviates the need for a detailed review, by either the 
NRC staff or ACRS, of either the design-specific PRA (for a design certification review) or plant
specific pRA (for a COL application review). The EDO response says that, in light of the new 
PRA standards, the staff plans to "shift its review emphasis." Instead of checking all of the 
details of the PRA models and inputs, the staff will: 

(1) verify that the PRA was developed according to available standards, including 
the required peer reviews; 
(2) check selected areas of importance; and 
(3) apply PRA risk insights, including importance measures and identified 
dominant sequences to focus its review on those areas most important to public 
health and safety. 

While I agree that the staff should focus its review on those areas most important to public 
health and safety, I am not sure how such a limited review can support a reasonable assurance 
finding, given the fact that endorsed PRA standards are unavailable in several areas that can be 
significant contributors to risk ( e.g:, internal fires, external events, shutdown and low power 
modes). In addition, the PRA standatds are aimed at ensuring the technical adequacy of the 
PRA (e.g., data, models, methods, etc.)and not at ensuring that the risk from a certain design or 
plant is acceptably low. PRA standards were not written to ensure that the bottom line number 
(CDF or LERF) is precise or below a regulatory metric. Rather, using PRA standards will 
provide confidence that the insights derived from the PRA are valid, thereby allowing its user to 
focus on the design, operation, and maintenance of the more safety significant structures, 
systems, and components. Finally, and as noted in the Committees report, not having the PRA 
submitted would make it difficult for the staff to conduct a detailed review and infeasible for the 
Committee to do a detailed review, if either determines that such a review is appropriate. 
However, having the PRA submitted by a design certi"fication or COL applicant would not 
preclude doing a limited review. Past design certification applicants have submitted their PRA. 
The EDO response offers no explanation as to why it would be onerous for future design 
certification or COL applicant to submit their PRA. 

The EDO response to the other recommendations in the Committees report are satisfactory. 
The staff committed to inform the ACRS of any significant changes to the final RG prior to 
publication. 

Attachments: As stated 

cc: ACRS Members 
F. Gillespie 
S. Duraiswamy 
C. Santos 



UNITED STATES� 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

January 11,� 2007 

Dr. William J. Shack, Chairman 
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

SUBJECT:� DRAFT FINAL REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE 
APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION)" 

Dear Dr. Shack: 

On behalf of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), I am responding to the Advisory 
Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) letter dated December 12, 2006, documenting the 
results of ACRS review of draft Regulatory Guide (RG) DG-1145, "Combined License 
Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)." The ACRS recommends that: 
(1) 10 CFR Part 52 (the final rule) retain requirements from the proposed rule that applicants 
submit a design-specific probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) with the design certification 
application and submit a plant-specific PRA with the combined license application; and (2) the 
staff ensures RG DG-1145 is consistent with ongoing rulemaking and related guidance. 
Further, the ACRS requested the staff to inform the Committee of any significant changes to 
the final RG prior to publication. 

Regarding PRA submittal requirements, upon review of the comments and preparation of the 
final rule requirements, the staff now recommends reqUiring applicants to submit a description 
and the results of the pRA' Over the last several years, the NRC staff and other PRA experts 
have developed national consensus standards on pRA methods. There are a growing number 
of PRA standards applicable to new reactors. In light of these PRA standards, which were not 
available or even envisioned at the time that 10 CFR Part 52 was written, the staff plans to shift 
its review emphasis. Instead of checking all of the details of the PRA models and inputs 
submitted for a new reactor, the staff will: (1) verify that the PRA was developed according to 
available standards, including the required peer reviews; (2) check selected areas of 
importance; and (3) apply PRA risk insights, including importance measures and identified 
dominant sequences to focus its review on those areas most important to public health and 
safety. The draft final rule supports this approach. The Commission will decide on this matter 
when it votes on the final rule. 

ACRS recommended that the staff issue RG DG-1145 as a final RG only after ensuring 
consistency with the final rule and related guidance (e.g., RGs, NUREG-OBOO (the Standard 
Review Plan)). The staff agrees and has activities underway to enhance the consistency 
among these products. The staff will reconcile the final rule, RG DG-1145, and SRP 
Chapter 19 (i.e., the PRA provisions) with respect to the review objectives as noted in the 
December 12, 2006, ACRS letter. 
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Finally, the staff will inform ACRS of any significant changes to the final RG prior to publication. 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 

cc:� Chairman Klein 
Commissioner McGaffigan 
Commissioner Merrifield 
Commissioner Jaczko 
Commissioner Lyons 
SECY 



UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� ACRSR-2227 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 • 0001 

December 12, 2006 

The Honorable Dale E. Klein 
Chairman 
U.S. Nuclear RegulatoryCommission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

SUBJECT:� DRAFT FINAL REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145, COMBINED LICENSE 
APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

Dear Chairman Klein: 

During the 538th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, December 7-8, 
2006, we met with representatives of the !\IRC staff to discuss draft final Regulatory Guide 
DG-1145, Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition). Our 
Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs also reviewed this Guide and related matters on 
November 30, 2006. We also had the benefit of the documents referenced. 

Recommendations 

1.� The final rule, 10 CFR Part 52, should retain the requirements that a design-specific 
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) be submitted with the design certification application 
and that a plant-specific PRA be submitted with the combined license (COL) application. 

2.� DG-1145 should be issued as a final Regulatory Guide after the staff ensures that it is 
consistent with the final rule 10 CFR Part 52 and with the Regulatory Guides and 
Standard Review Plan (SRP) Sections/Chapters being revised or developed in support 
of new reactor licensing. 

Background and Discussion 

DG-1145, Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition), provides 
detailed guidance on the content ofa COL application. The development of DG-1145 was done 
in parallel with the development of a proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 52 and the development 
of revisions to Regulatory Guides and (SRP) Sections/Chapters in support of new reactor 
licensing. . 

The proposed 10 CFR Part 52 (SECY-05-0203), that we reviewed, required that PRAs be 
submitted as part of the design certification and COL applications. In the draft final rule (SECY
06-0220), this requirement has been eliminated. The staff stated that DG-1145 has to be 
revised to reflect this change. We disagree with this change in Part 52. To certify a design or 
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approve a COL, it will be necessary to have a detailed review of the PRA. The information 
needed for this review includes event trees, fault trees, support system dependencies, initiating 
events, data (reliabilities/probabilities of failure), human reliability, common-cause failure 
analysis, fire risk, flooding risk, seismic risk, minimal cutsets, and uncertainty and importance 
measures. Unless the PRA is submitted, such a review will have to be done at the applicant's 
office. This will be extremely difficult for the staff and not feasible for the ACRS. The 
requirements to submit the PRA with a design certification application and with a COL 
application should be retained in Part 52. After issuance of the COL, updates to the PRA need 
not be submitted. 

Before publishing DG-1145 as a final Regulatory Guide, the staff should ensure that it is 
consistent with 10 CFR Part 52 and with other Regulatory Guides and SRP Sections/Chapters 
associated with future plant designs. In addition, the staff should ensure that the scope and 
level of detail of the information within the various sections of DG-1145 are complete and 
consistent. 

Section C.11.1 of DG-1145 identifies nine objectives that the COL applicant must address in its 
risk evaluation. Neither the ASME PRA Standard (ASME RA-S-2002) nor Regulatory 
Guide 1.200, "An Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities," provides guidance on how to meet these 
objectives. SRP Chapter 19.0, which is being revised, should include review guidelines for 
determining whether an applicant's risk evaluation meets these objectives. 

We would like to be informed of any significant changes made to this Guide prior to publishing it 
in final form. 

Sincerely, 

IRA! 

Graham B. Wallis 
Chairman 

References 
1.� Memorandum dated September 1, 2006, from David B. Matthews, Director, Division of 

New Reactor Licensing, NRR, to John T. Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, Subject: 
Transmittal of Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for 
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)" 

2.� SECY-05-0203, Revised Proposed Rule to Update 10 CFR Part 52, "Licenses, 
Certifications, and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants," dated November 3, 2005 

3.� SECY-06-0220, Final Rule to Update 10 CFR Part 52, "Licenses, Certifications, and 
Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants," dated December 3,2006 

4.� Standard for Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear Power Plant Applications (ASME 
RA-S-2002), Issued April 5, 2002 

5.� U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regulatory Guide 1.200 For Trial Use, "An 
Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk Assessment 
Results for Risk-Informed Activities," February 2004 

6.� Standard Review Plan NUREG-0800, Chapter 19.0, Probabilistic Risk Assessment 
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UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� ACRSR-2227 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 - 0001 

December 12, 2006 

The Honorable Dale E. Klein 
Chairman 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

SUBJECT:� DRAFT FINAL REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145, COMBINED LICENSE 
APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

Dear Chairman Klein: 

During the 538th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, December 7-8, 
2006, we met with representatives of the NRC staff to discuss draft final Regulatory Guide 
DG-1145, Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition). Our 
Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs also reviewed this Guide and related matters on 
November 30, 2006. We also had the benefit of the documents referenced. 

Recommendations 

1.� The final rule, 10 CFR Part 52, should retain the requirements that a design-specific 
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) be submitted with the design certification application 
and that a plant-specific PRA be submitted with the combined license (COL) application. 

2.� DG-1145 should be issued as a final Regulatory Guide after the staff ensures that it is 
consistent with the final rule 10 CFR Part 52 and with the Regulatory Guides and 
Standard Review Plan (SRP) Sections/Chapters being revised or developed in support 
of new reactor licensing. 

Background and Discussion 

DG-1145, Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition), provides 
detailed guidance on the content of a COL application. The development of DG-1145 was done 
in parallel with the development of a proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 52 and the development 
of revisions to Regulatory Guides and (SRP) Sections/Chapters in support of new reactor 
licensing. 

The proposed 10 CFR Part 52 (SECY-05-0203), that we reviewed, required that PRAs be 
submitted as part of the design certification and COL applications. In the draft final rule (SECY
06-0220), this requirement has been eliminated. The staff stated that DG-1145 has to be 
revised to reflect this change. We disagree with this change in Part 52. To certify a design or 
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approve a COL, it will be necessary to have a detailed review of the PRA. The information 
needed for this review includes event trees, fault trees, support system dependencies, initiating 
events, data (reliabilities/probabilities of failure), human reliability, common-cause failure 
analysis, fire risk, flooding risk, seismic risk, minimal cutsets, and uncertainty and importance 
measures. Unless the PRA is submitted, such a review will have to be done at the applicant's 
office. This will be extremely difficult for the staff and not feasible for the ACRS. The 
requirements to submit the PRA with a design certification application and with a COL 
application should be retained in Part 52. After issuance of the COL, updates to the PRA need 
not be submitted. 

Before publishing DG-1145 as a final Regulatory Guide, the staff should ensure that it is 
consistent with 10 CFR Part 52 and with other Regulatory Guides and SRP Sections/Chapters 
associated with future plant designs. In addition, the staff should ensure that the scope and 
level of detail of the information within the various sections of DG-1145 are complete and 
consistent. 

Section C.11.1 of DG-1145 identifies nine objectives that the COL applicant must address in its 
risk evaluation. Neither the ASME PRA Standard (ASME RA-S-2002) nor Regulatory 
Guide 1.200, "An Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities," provides guidance on how to meet these 
objectives. SRP Chapter 19.0, which is being revised, should include review guidelines for 
determining whether an applicant's risk evaluation meets these objectives. 

We would like to be informed of any significant changes made to this Guide prior to publishing it 
in final form. 

Sincerely, 

IRA! 

Graham B. Wallis 
Chairman 

References 
1.� Memorandum dated September 1, 2006, from David B. Matthews, Director, Division of 

l\Iew Reactor Licensing, NRR, to John T. Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, Subject: 
Transmittal of Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for 
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)" 

2.� SECY-05-0203, Revised Proposed Rule to Update 10 CFR Part 52, "Licenses, 
Certifications, and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants," dated November 3,2005 

3.� SECY-06-0220, Final Rule to Update 10 CFR Part 52, "Licenses, Certifications, and 
Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants," dated December 3, 2006 

4.� Standard for Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear Power Plant Applications (ASME 
RA-S-2002), Issued April 5, 2002 

5.� U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regulatory Guide 1.200 For Trial Use, "An 
Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk Assessment 
Results for Risk-Informed Activities," February 2004 

6.� Standard Review Plan NUREG-0800, Chapter 19.0, Probabilistic Risk Assessment 
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20 Before publishing DG-1145 as a final Regulatory Guide, the staff should 

21 ensure that it is consistent with the proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 52 

22 and with the revised Regulatory Guides and Standard Review Plan 

23 (SRP) Sections being revised or developed in support of new reactor 

24 licensing. 

25 The staff should consider developing review procedures and acceptance 

26 criteria (e.g., SRP guidance) for detennining whether an applicant's risk 

27 evaluation meets the objectives specified in Section C.Il.l ofDG-1145. 

28 Back2found and Discussion 

29 DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants 
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31 application. The development of DG-1145 was done in parallel with the 
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39 Section C.II.l ofDG-1145 identifies nine objectives that the COL 

40 applicant's risk evaluation is intended to meet. Neither the ASME PRA 
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Standard (ASME RA-S-2002) nor Regulatory Guide 1.200, "An 

Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk 

Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities" provide explicit 

guidance on how to meet these objectives. The staff should consider 

developing review procedures and acceptance criteria (e.g., SRP 

guidance) for determining whether an applicant's risk evaluation meets 

these objectives. 

48 

49 

The Committee would like to be informed of any significant changes 

made to this Guide prior to publishing it in its final form. 

50 Sincerely, 

51 

52 

Graham Wallis 

Chairman 
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Recommendations 

Before publishing DG-1145 as a final Regulatory Guide, the staff should ensure that it is 
consistent with the proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 52 and with the revised Regulatory 
Guides and Standard Review Plan (SRP) Sections being revised or developed in support of 
new reactor licensing. 

The staff should consider developing review procedures and acceptance criteria (e.g., SRP 
guidance) for determining whether an applicant's risk evaluation meets the objectives specified 
in Section C.11.1 of DG-1145. 

Discussion 

DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)" provides 
detailed guidance on the content of a COL application. The development of DG-1145 was done 
in parallel with the development of a proposed revision to 10 CFR Part 52 and the development 
of revised Regulatory Guides and Standard Review Plan (SRP) Sections in support of new 
reactor licensing. Before pUblishing DG-1145 as a final Regulatory Guide, the staff should 
ensure these documents are consistent. In addition, the staff should also ensure that the scope 
and level of detail of the information within the various sections of DG-1145 are complete and 
consistent. 

Section C.11.1 of DG-1145 identifies nine objectives that the COL applicant's risk evaluation is 
intended to meet. Neither the ASME PRA Standard (ASME RA-S-2002) nor Regulatory 
Guide 1.200, "An Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities" provide explicit guidance on how to meet 
these objectives. The staff should consider developing review procedures and acceptance 
criteria (e.g., SRP guidance) for determining whether an applicant's risk evaluation meets these 
objectives. 
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[David Fischer - Re: ACRS SUbco~mmittee on Future Plant Designs - Agenda 

From: David Fischer 
To: Eric Oesterle 
Subject: Re: ACRS Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs - Agenda 

Eric, 
I don't see any problem with that. 
Dave 

>>> Eric Oesterle 11/16/20067:48:33 AM >>> 
Dave, 

I'm considering sWitching the presentation order for COL Action Items with ITAAC/DAC so that I can 
present the ITAACIDAC concepts prior to the presentations on COL Actions Items and Operational 
Programs. Reason being is that the presentations on COL Actions Items and Operational Programs 
include references to ITAAC. 

Any problems doing that? Please advise. Thanks! 

Eric 

Eric R. Oesterle, Project Manager 
NRR/DNRL/NGDB 
301-415-1365 



INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN� 
OF THE ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE� 
ON FUTURE PLANT DESIGNS� 

11545 ROCKVILLE PIKE, ROOM T-2B3� 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND� 

NOVEMBER 30, 2006� 

The meeting will now come to order. This is a meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs. I am Tom Kress, Chairman of the 
Subcommittee. 

Members in attendance are Sam Armijo, Mario Bonaca, Michael Corradini, William Shack, Jack 
Sieber, and Graham Wallis. Dr. Abdel-Khalik is participating via video conference. The 
purpose of this meeting is to summarize and discuss the technical content of Draft Regulatory 
Guide DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)," 
discuss the public comments that the staff has received on DG-1145, and summarize how the 
staff plans on resolving the public comments. The Subcommittee will hear presentations by and 
hold discussions with representatives of the NRC staff, Nuclear Energy Institute, and other 
interested persons regarding this matter. The Subcommittee will gather information, analyze 
relevant issues and facts, and formulate proposed positions and actions, as appropriate, for 
deliberation by the full Committee. Mr. David Fischer is the Designated Federal Official for this 
meeting. 

The rules for participation in today's meeting have been announced as part of the notice of this 
meeting previously published in the Federal Register on September 25, 2006. 

A transcript of the meeting is being kept and will be made available as stated in the Federal 
Register Notice. It is requested that speakers first identify themselves and speak with sufficient 
clarity and volume so that they can be readily heard. 

We have received no written comments, or requests for time to make oral statements from any 
members of the public regarding today's meeting. 

(Chairman's Comments, if any) 

Right after the staff's overview of DG-1145, I will ask the committee members for their 
comments or questions on the sections of DG-1145 that they have been asked to review. I 
understand that the technical staff will be available at that time to answer questions. This will 
facilitate the discussion of issues not specifically called out on the agenda. The staff will then 
also be able to get back to the Subcommittee later in the day if, for whatever reason, the staff is 
unable to address the comment or concern at that time. . 

Also, I would encourage attendees a today's meeting (e.g., members of the public or industry 
representatives) to feel free to offer comments on specific agenda items as we proceed through 
the agenda. But again, please come up to a microphone and identify yourself first. A revised 
agenda is available in the back of the meeting room. 

We will now proceed with the meeting, and I call upon [Mr. David Matthews] of the NRC staff to 
begin with the staff's introductory remarks. 
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MEMORANDUM TO: Michael R. Snodderly, Branch Chief, ACRS/ACNW 
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David C. Fischer, Senior Staff Engineer U~~ l~S.ui....... 

SUBJECT: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE REGARDING THE ACRS 
SUBCOMMITIEE MEETING ON FUTURE PLANT DESIGNS 
NOVEMBER 30,2006, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

Attached is a Federal Register Notice regarding the subject meeting. Please have this 

Notice transmitted for publication as soon as possible. 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 
ADVISORY COMMITIEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING ON FUTURE PLANT DESIGNS� 

Notice of Meeting 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs will hold a meeting on November 30, 2006, 

Room T-283, 11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland. 

The entire meeting will be open to public attendance. 

The agenda for the subject meeting shall be as follows: 

Thursday, November 30,2006 - 8:30 a.m. until the conclusion of business 

The Subcommittee will summarize and discuss the technical content of Draft Regulatory Guide 

DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)," public comments 

on DG-1145, and public comment resolution. Certain sections of DG-1145 will be discussed in greater 

detail. The Subcommittee will gather information, analyze relevant issues and facts, and formulate 

proposed positions and actions, as appropriate, for deliberation by the full Committee, 

Members of the public desiring to provide oral statements and/or written comments should notify 

the Designated Federal Official, Mr. David C. Fischer (telephone 301-415-6889) between 7:30 a.m. and 

5:00 p.m. (ET) five days prior to the meeting, if possible, so that appropriate arrangements can be made. 

Electronic recordings will be permitted. 

Further information regarding this meeting can be obtained by contacting the Designated Federal 

Official between 7:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. (ET). Persons planning to attend this meeting are urged to 

contact the above named individual at least two working days prior to the meeting to be advised of any 

potential changes to the agenda. 

10-2£ -2t:'l)h 

Date Michael R. Snodderly, Branch Chief, ACRS/ 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

~ Advisory Committee on Reactor-'1\ Safeguards: Meeting Notice 

In accordance with the purposes of 
Sections 29 and 182b. of the Atomic 
Energy Act (42 U.S.C. 2039, 2232b), the 
Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS) will hold a meeting 
on December 7-9,2006,11545 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland. The date of 
this meeting was previously published 
in the Federal Register on Tuesday, 
November 22, 2005 (70 FR 70638). 

Thursday, December 7, 2006, 
Conference Room T-2B3, Two White 
Flint North, Rockville, Maryland 

8:30 a.m.-8:35 a.m.: Opening 
Remarks by the ACRS Chairman 
(Open)-The ACRS Chairman will make 
opening remarks regarding the conduct 
of the meeting. 

8:35 a.m.-1O:30 a.m.: Draft Final 
Regulatory Guide, DG-1145, "Combined 
License Applications for Nuclear Power 
Plants" (Open)-The Committee will 
hear presentations by and hold 
discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff regarding Draft Final 
Regulatory Guide, DG-1145, "Combined 
License Applications for Nuclear Power 
Plants," and resolution of significant 
public comments. 

10:45 a.m.-12:15 p.m.: Draft Final 
Regulatory Guide, DG-1144, 
"Guidelines for Evaluating Fatigue 
Analyses Incorporating the Life 
Reduction ofMetal Components Due to 
the Effects of the Light-Water Reactor 
Environment for New Reactors" 
(Open)-The Committee will hear 
presentations by and hold discussions 
with representatives of the NRC staff 
regarding Draft Final Regulatory Guide 
DG-1144 and the resolution of public 
comments. 

1:15 p.m.-3:15 p.m.: Proposed 
Revisions to Standard Review Plan 
Section 13.3, "Emergency Planning" 
(Open)-The Committee will hear 
presentations by and hold discussions 
with representatives of the NRC staff 
regarding proposed revisions to 
Standard Review Plan Section 13.3, 
"Emergency Planning," and related 
matters. 

3:30 p.m.-5:30 p.m.: State-of-the-Art 
Reactor Consequence Analysis Project 
(Open)-The Committee will hear 
presentations by and hold discussions 
with representatives of the NRC staff 
regarding status of the staffs efforts 
associated with the state-of-the-art 
reactor consequence analysis project. 

5:45 p.m.-7 p.m.: Preparation of 
ACRS Reports (Open)-The Committee 

will discuss proposed ACRS reports on 
matters considered during this meeting. 

Friday, December 8, 2006, Conference 
Room T-2B3, Two White Flint North, 
Rockville, Maryland 

8:30 a.m.-8:35 a.m.: Opening 
Remarks by the ACRS Chairman 
(Open)-The ACRS Chairman will make 
opening remarks regarding the conduct 
of the meeting. 

8:35 a.m.-9:30 a.m.: Proposed 
Revisions to Regulatory Guides and 
Standard Review Plan Sections in 
Support ofNew Reactor Licensing 
(Open)-The Committee will discuss 
proposed revisions to Regulatory Guides 
and Standard Review Plan Sections that 
are being made in support of new 
reactor licensing. 

9:30 a.m.-10:30 a.m.: Future ACRS 
Activities/Report of the Planning and 
Procedures Subcommittee (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss the 
recommendations of the Planning and 
Procedures Subcommittee regarding 
items proposed for consideration by the 
full Committee during future meetings. 
Also, it will hear a report of the 
Planning and Procedures Subcommittee 
on matters related to the conduct of 
ACRS business, including anticipated 
workload and member assignments. 

10:45 a.m.-11 a.m.: Reconciliation of 
ACRS Comments and 
Recommendations (Open)-The 
Committee will discuss the responses 
from the NRC Executive Director for 
Operations to comments and 
recommendations included in recent 
ACRS reports and letters. 

11 a.m.-11:30 a.m.: Election ofACRS 
Officers for CY 2007 (Open)-The 
Committee will elect Chairman and 
Vice-Chairman for the ACRS and 
Member-at-Large for the Planning and 
Procedures Subcommittee. 

1 p.m.-7 p.m.: Preparation ofACRS 
Reports (Open)-The Committee will 
discuss proposed ACRS reports. 

Saturday, December 9, 2006, 
Conference Room T-2B3, Two White 
Flint North, Rockville, Maryland 

8:30 a.m.-12 Noon: Preparation of 
ACRS Reports (Open)-The Committee 
will continue discussion of proposed 
ACRS reports. 

12 Noon-12:30 p.m.: Miscellaneous 
(Open)-The Committee will discuss 
matters related to the conduct of 
Committee activities and matters and 
specific issues that were not completed 
during previous meetings, as time and 
availability of information permit. 

Procedures for the conduct of and 
participation in ACRS meetings were 
published in the Federal Register on 
October 2. 2006 (71 FR 58015). In 

accordance with those procedures, oral 
or written views may be presented by 
members of the public, including 
representatives of the nuclear industry. 
Electronic recordings will be permitted 
only during the open portions.ofthe 
meeting. Persons desiring to make oral 
statements should notify the Cognizant 
ACRS staff named below five days 
before the meeting, if possible, so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made 
to allow necessary time during the 
meeting for such statements. Use of still, 
motion picture, and television cameras 
during the meeting may be limited to 
selected portions of the meeting as 
determined by the Chairman. 
Information regarding the time to be set 
aside for this purpose may be obtained 
by contacting the Cognizant ACRS staff 
prior to the meeting. In view of the 
possibility that the schedule for ACRS 
meetings may be adjusted by the 
Chairman as necessary to facilitate the 
conduct of the meeting, persons 
planning to attend should check with 
the Cognizant ACRS staff if such 
rescheduling would result in major 
inconvenience. 

Further information regarding topics 
to be discussed, whether the meeting 
has been canceled or rescheduled, as 
well as the Chairman's ruling on 
requests for the opportunity to present 
oral statements and the time allotted 
therefor can be obtained by contacting 
Mr. Sam Duraiswamy, Cognizant ACRS 
staff (301-415-7364), between 7:30 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., (ET). 

ACRS meeting agenda, meeting 
transcripts, and letter reports are 
available through the NRC Public 
Document Room at pdr@nrc.gov, or by 
calling the PDR at 1-800-397-4209, or 
from the Publicly Available Records 
System (PARS) component of NRC's 
document system (ADAMS) which is 
accessible from the NRC Web site at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/ 
adams.htm] or http://www.nrc.gov/ 
reading-rm/doc-collections/ (ACRS & 
ACNW Mtg schedules/agendas). 

Videoteleconferencing service is 
available for observing open sessions of 
ACRS meetings. Those wishing to use 
this service for observing ACRS 
meetings should contact Mr. Theron 
Brown, ACRS Audio Visual Technician 
(301-415-8066), between 7:30 a.m. and 
3:45 p.m., (ET), at least 10 days before 
the meeting to ensure the availability of 
this service. Individuals or 
organizations requesting this service 
will be responsible for telephone line 
charges and for providing the 
equipment and facilities that they use to 
establish the videoteleconferencing link. 
The availability of 
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videoteleconferencing services is not 
guaranteed. 

The ACRS meeting dates for Calendar 
Year 2007 are provided below. 

ACRS meeting No. Meeling dates 

.......................... January 2007. 
539 February 1-3, 2007. 
540 March 8-10, 2007. 
541 April 5-7, 2007. 
542 May 3-5, 2007. 
543 June 6-8, 2007. 
544 July 11-13, 2007. 

.......................... August' 
545 September 6-8,2007. 
546 October 4-6, 2007. 
547 November 1-3, 2007. 
548 December 6-8, 2007. 

, No ACRS Meeting. 

Dated: November 8, 2006. 
Andrew L. Bates, 
Advisory Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. E6-19239 Filed 11-14-06; 8:45 ami 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS) 

Subcommittee Meeting on Materials, 
Metallurgy, and Reactor Fuels; Notice of 
Meeting 

The ACRS Subcommittee on 
Materials, Metallurgy, and Reactor Fuels 
will hold a meeting on December 6, 
2006, Room T-2B3, 11545 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland. 

The entire meeting will be open to 
public attendance. 

The agenda for the subject meeting 
shall be as follows: 

Wednesday, December 6,2006-1:30 
p.m. until the conclusion ofbusiness. 

The Subcommittee will review Draft 
Regulatory Guide DG-1144, "Guidelines 
for Evaluating Fatigue Analyses 
Incorporating the Life Reduction of 
Metal Components Due to the Effects of 
the Light-Water Reactor Environment 
for New Reactors." The Subcommittee 
will gather information, analyze 
relevant issues and facts, and formulate 
proposed positions and actions, as 
appropriate, for deliberation by the full 
Committee. 

Members of the public desiring to 
provide oral statements and/or written 
comments should notify the Designated 
Federal Official, Mr. Charles G. Hammer 
(telephone 301/415-7363) five days 
prior to the meeting. if possible, so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made. 
Electronic recordings will be permitted. 

Further information regarding this 
meeting can be obtained by contacting 

the Designated Federal Official between 
6:45 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. (ET). Persons 
planning to attend this meeting are 
urged to contact the above named 
individual at least two working days 
prior to the meeting to be advised of any 
potential changes to the agenda. 

Dated: November 8, 2006. 
Antonio F. Dias, 
Acting Branch Chief, ACRS/ACNW. 
[FR Doc. E6-19241 Filed 11-14-06; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 759D-01-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS) Subcommittee 
Meeting on Thermal-Hydraulic 
Phenomena; Notice of Meeting 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Thermal
Hydraulic Phenomena will hold a 
meeting on December 5, 2006, 11545 
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland in 
Room T-2B3. 

The entire meeting will be open to 
public attendance. 

The agenda for the subject meeting 
shall be as follows: Tuesday, December 
5, 2006-8:30 a.m. until the conclusion 
of business. 

The Subcommittee will hear 
presentations from the NRC staff, their 
contractors, and other interested 
persons concerning the progress they 
have been making in the development of 
the TRACE T/H system analysis code. 
The Subcommittee will gather 
information, analyze relevant issues and 
facts, and formulate proposed positions 
and actions, as appropriate, for 
deliberation by the full Committee. 

Members of the public desiring to 
provide oral statements and/or written 
comments should notify the Designated 
Federal Official, Mr. Ralph Caruso 
(Telephone: 301-415-8065) five days 
prior to the meeting, if possible. so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made. 
Electronic recordings will be permitted 
only during those portions of the 
meeting that are open to the public. 

Further information regarding this 
meeting can be obtained by contacting 
the Designated Federal Official between 
7:30 a.m. and 4:15 p.m. (ET). Persons 
planning to attend this meeting are 
urged to contact the above named 
individual at least two working days 
prior to the meeting to be advised of any 
potential changes to the agenda. 

Dated: November 8, 2006. 
Antonio F. Dias, 
Acting Branch Chief, ACRS/ACNW. 
[FR Doc. E6-19280 Filed 11-14-06; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Notice of Sunshine Act Meetings 

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 
DATE: Weeks of November 13, 20, 27, 
December 4, II, 18, 2006. 
PLACE: Commissioners' Conference 
Room, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, 
Maryland. 
STATUS: Public and closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Week of November 13. 2006 
There are no meetings scheduled for 

the Week of November 13,2006. 

Week of November 20, 2006-Tentative 
There are no meetings scheduled for 

the Week of November 20, 2006. 

Week of November 27. 2006-Tentative 

Thursday, November 30 
12:55 p.m. Affirmation Session (Public 

Meeting) (Tentative). a. Hydro 
Resources, Inc. (Crownpoint. NM) 
Intervenors' Petition for Review of 
LBP-06-19 (Final Partial Initial 
Decision-NEPA Issues) (Tentative). 

Week of December 4, 2006-Tentative 

Thursday, December 7, 2006 
9:30 a.m. Discussion of Security Issues 

(Closed-Ex. 2 & 3). 

Week ofDecember 11. 2006-Tentative 

Monday, December 11,2006 
1:30 p.m. Briefing on Status of 

Decommissioning Activities (Public 
Meeting) (Contact: Keith McConnell, 
301-415-7295). 
This meeting will be Webcast live at 

the Web address- http://www.nrc.gov. 

Tuesday, December 12, 2006 
9:30 a.m. Briefing on Threat 

Environment Assessment (Closed
Ex. 1). 

1:30 p.m. Discussion of Security Issues 
(Closed-Ex. 1 & 3). 

Wednesday, December 13,2006 
9:30 a.m. Briefing on Status of Equal 

Employment Opportunity (EEO) 
Programs (Public Meeting) (Contact: 
Barbara Williams, 301-415-7388). 
This meeting will be Webcast live at 

the Web address-http://www.nrc.gov. 

Thursday, December 14,2006 
9:30 a.m. Meeting with Advisory 

Committee on Nuclear Waste (ACNW) 
(Public Meeting) (Contact: John 
Larkins, 301-415-7360). 
This meeting will be Webcast live at 

the Web address-http://www.nrc.gov. 
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this service for observing ACNW 
meetings should contact Mr. Theron 
Brown, ACNW Audiovisual Technician 
(301-415-8066), between 7:30 a.m. and 
3:45 p.m. ET, at least 10 days before the 
meeting to ensure the availability of this 
service. Individuals or organizations 
requesting this service will be 
responsible for telephone line charges 
and for providing the equipment and 
facilities that they use to establish the 
video teleconferencing link. The 
availability of video teleconferencing 
services is not guaranteed. 

Dated: October 27,2006. 
Annette L. Vietti·Cook, 
SecretaJYofthe Commission. 
[FR Doc. E6-18468 Filed 11-1-06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Advisory'Committee on Nuclear Waste 
Meeting on Planning and Procedures; 
Notice of Meeting 

The Advisory Committee on Nuclear 
Waste (ACNW) will hold a Planning and 
Procedures meeting on November 13, 
2006, Room T-2B1, 11545 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland. The entire 
meeting will be open to public 
attendance, with the exception of a 
portion that may be closed pursuant to 
5 U.S.c. 552b (c) (2) and (6) to discuss 
organizational and. personnel matters 
that relate solely to internal personnel 
rules and practices of ACNW, and 
information the release of which would 
constitute a clearly unwarranted 
invasion of personal privacy. 

The agenda for the subject meeting 
shall be as follows: 

Monday, November 13, 2006-8:30 
a.m.-9:30 a.m. 

The Committee will discuss proposed 
ACNW activities and related matters. 
The purpose of this meeting is to gather 
information, analyze relevant issues and 
facts, and formulate proposed positions 
and actions, as appropriate, for 
deliberation by the full Committee. 

Members ofthe public desiring to 
provide oral statements and/or written 
comments should notify the Designated 
Federal Official, Mr. Antonio F. Dias 
(Telephone: 301/415-6805) between 
8:15 a.m. and 5 p.m. (ET) five days prior 
to the meeting, if possible, so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made. 
Electronic recordings will be permitted 
only during those portions of the 
meeting that are open to the public. 

Furtlier information regarding this 
meeting can be obtained by contacting 
the Designated Federal Official between 

8:15 a.m. and 5 p.rn: (ET). Persons 
planning to attend this meeting are 
urged to contact the above named 
individual at least two working days 
prior to the meeting to be advised of any 
potential changes in the agenda. 

Dated: October 26, 2006. 
Michael R. Snodderly, 
Branch Chief, ACRSIACNW. 
[FR Doc. E6-18469 Filed 11-1-06; 8:45 am]. 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 
~ 

AdtsOry Committee o!" Reactor. 
Sa eguards Subcommittee Meetmg on 
Future Plant Designs; Notice of 
Meeting 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Future� 
Plant Designs will hold a meeting on� 
November 30,2006, Room T-2B3,� 
11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville,� 
Maryland.� 

The entire meeting will be open to 
public attendance. 

The agenda for the subject meeting 
shall be as follows; 

Thursday, November 30, 2006-8:30 
a.m. until the conclusion ofbusiness. 

The Subcommittee will summarize 
and discuss the technical content of 
Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145, 
"Combined License Applications for 
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)," 
public comments on DG-1145, and 
public comment resolution. Certain 
sections ofDG-1145 will be discussed 
in greater detail. The Subcommittee will 
gather information, analyze relevant 
issues and facts, and formulate 
proposed positions and actions, as 
appropriate, for deliberation by the full 
Committee. 

Members of the public desiring to 
provide oral statements and/or written 
comments should notify the Designated 
Federal Official, Mr. David C. Fischer 
(telephone 301-415-6889) between 7:30 
a.m. and 5 p.m. (ET) five days prior to 
the meeting, if possible, so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made. 
Electronic recordings will be permitted. 

Further information regarding this 
meeting can be obtained by contacting 
the Designated Federal Official between 
7:30 a.m. and 5 p.m. (ET). Persons 
planning to attend this meeting are 
urged to contact the above named 
individual at least two working days 
prior to the meeting to be advised of any 

.potential changes to the agenda. 

Dated: October 26, 2006. 
Michael R. Snodderly, 
Branch Chief, ACRSIACNW. 
[FR Doc. E6-18467 Filed 11-1-06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 

Agency Forms Submitted for OMB 
Review, Request for Comments 

Summary: In accordance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Railroad 
Retirement Board (RRB) is forwarding 
an Information Collection Request (ICR) 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs (OIRA), Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) to 
request an extension of its approval for 
the following collection of information: 
3220-0141, Vocational Report, 
consisting ofRRB Form G-251, 
Vocational Report. Our ICRdescribes 
the information we seek to collect from 
the public. Review and approval by 
OIRA ensures that we impose 
appropriate paperwork burdens. 

The RRB invites comments on the 
proposed collection of information to 
determine (1) the practical utility of the 
collection; (2) the accuracy of the 
estimated burden of the collection; (3) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility and 
clarity of the information that is the 
subject of collection; and (4) ways to 
minimize .the burden of collections on 
respondents, including the including 
the use of automated collection 
techniques or other forms of information 
technology. Comments to RRB or OIRA 
must contain the OMB control number 
of the ICR. For proper consideration of 
your Comments, it is best ifRRB and 
OIRA receive them within 30 days of 
publication datE!. 

Previous Requests for Comments: The 
RRB has already published the initial 
60-day notice (71 FR 43824 on August 
2, 2006) required by 44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2). That request elicited no 
comments. 

Information Collection Request (lCR) 

Title: Vocational Report. 
OMB Control Number: 3220-0141. 
Form(s) submitted: G-251, Vocational 

Report. 
Type ofrequest: Extension of a 

currently approved collection. 
Affected public: Individuals or 

households. 
Abstract: Section 2 of the Railroad 

Retirement Act provides for the 
payment of disability annu~ties to 
qualified employees and widower(s). In 
order to determine the effect of a 
disability on an applicant's ability to 
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From: <JDSIEBER@aol.com>� 
To: <DCF@nrc.gov>, <wjshack@anl.gov>, <TSKress@aol.com>,� 
<omaynard@charter.net>, <wallis@dartmouth.edu>, <banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu>,� 
<corradini@engr.wisc.edu>, <abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu>, <apostola@mit.edu>,� 
<DanaPowers@msn.com>, <jsarmijo@msn.com>, <mvbonaca@snet.net>� 
Date: Tue, Nov 7,2006 3:44 PM� 
Subject: Re: ACRS REVIEW OF DG-1145, COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATION GUIDANCE� 

In a message dated 11/3/2006 12:31 :27 P.M. Eastern Standard Time,� 
DCF@nrc.gov writes:� 

Please look over those portions of DG-1145 that you have been assigned to� 
review (see attached assignment list), to see if we need to add/delete� 
anything from the draft agenda (also attached). Please let me and Tom Kress know of� 
any adjustments you would like to make to the draft agenda by November� 
10th. I need to line up NRC staff reviewers and post the final agenda ASAP.� 

Dave and Tom, 

As you know, these sections are difficult to review, since we do not have a� 
library of applicable codes and standards at home, and I need to use the NRC� 
web site (which doesn't always work properly) to view the referenced� 
Regulatory Guides. However, I am familiar with most of the applicable codes and� 
standards which are referenced in the two sections assigned to me.� 

What I notice most are the things that seem to be missing. For example, in� 
the reactor coolant system section, I did not see any requirement for the� 
applicant to supply drawings of hangers, supports (both pipe and component� 
supports) and restraints (whip (if any) and seismic restraints). Also, when� 
describing the materials of the system, I think that iso drawings are very� 
helpful, if they are annotated with base and weld metal compositions.� 

Also, besides knowing the chemistry, it is good to have a record of pre and� 
post fabrication and weld heat treatments. Also, a description of any� 
repairs made (and what sections of the ASME Code (or Code Cases) allow the repair� 
to be made). There are other issues that should be elaborated on in this� 
section, related to its fabrication, erection, testing and qualification of the� 
piping, components and supports.� 

In the area of Electric Power Systems, I would like to see the Applicant� 
describe its plant electrical grounding system. I would like to see some� 
typical three wire diagrams along with a full set of single line drawings which� 
show the protection components.� 

I also believe that the analysis required for grid stability cales does not� 
fUlly bound all possible vulnerabilities. Perhaps what is asked for is the� 
best that one can do, since we do not describe a real design basis as to what� 
we expect the electric power grid to be able to do. Since many applicants do� 
not have control of the grid to which their plant is connected. Again,� 
perhaps this is the best that can be done.� 

Also, there is a standard referenced for coordinated electrical protection,� 
but no description of the electrical protection scheme is requested. Since� 
electrical protection is well understood, perhaps no further information is� 
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needed - except for single line drawings. 

I did not find any reference to fire protection except a reference as to the� 
separation criteria for electrical systems. Where does a description of the� 
fire protection program come in?� 

I also reviewed the I & C section. I have some comments, but since this 
section was not assigned to me, I will not comment unless some missing piece is 
evident. Otherwise, the I & C section looks OK to me, without breaking new 
ground. The description matches the rules in place today. 

I wonder if a one day meeting will be enough to review this document?� 
think that there is a lot of information contained in it and that the review is� 
complex, since it has so many references. Does I\lRR plan to discuss each� 
section individually? If so, in what detail? If not, are we just to show up� 
with our list of questions?� 

I think that it would be a good idea for us to know exactly what I\IRR plans� 
to say so that we can prepare properly.� 

Jack 

cc: <BJW2@nrc.gov>, <CXS3@nrc.gov>, <MRS1@nrc.gov>, <SXD1@nrc.gov>, 
<jtl@nrc.gov> 
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From: Said Abdel-Khalik <said.abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu>� 
To: "David Fischer" <DCF@nrc.gov>, "William Shack" <wjshack@anl.gov>, "John Sieber"� 
<jdsieber@aol.com>, "Thomas Kress" <TSKress@aol.com>, "Otto Maynard" <omaynard@charter.net>,� 
"Graham Wallis" <graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu>, "Sanjoy Banerjee"� 
<banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu>, "Michael Corradini" <corradini@engr.wisc.edu>, "George� 
Apostolakis" <apostola@mit.edu>, "Dana Powers" <DanaPowers@msn.com>, <jsarmijo@msn.com>,� 
"Mario Bonaca" <mvbonaca@snet.net>� 
Date: 
Subject: 
GUIDANCE 

Sun, Nov 12, 2006 6:02 PM 
Comments on Chapters 7 and 10 of DG-1145, COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATION 

Dear David: 

I have reviewed Chapters 7 (Instrumentation & Controls) and Chapter 
10 (Steam and Power Conversion System) of DG-1145. The following 
comments are offered: 

I. Chapter 7 -- Instrumentation & Controls: 

My questions pertain to items 6 and 7 of Appendix C.1.7-A (Digital 
Instrumentation and Control Systems Application Guidance). 

Item 6 deals with life cycle process requirements; it specifies that 
" ... 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." 

Item 7 deals with software life cycle process design outputs; it 
specifies that ".... A statistically valid sample of software design 
outputs should be provided to confirm with at least 95% assurance 
that they address that they address the functional requirements and .... " 

The questions in both cases deal with the specified 95% confidence 
level. Why was it selected? and is it adequate for all systems 
including those important to safety? 

II. Chapter 10 (Steam & Power Conversion System) 

Section C.1.1 0.3.5 deals with Water Chemistry (PWR only). There is 
no section dealing with BWR water chemistry. Will that information 
be provided in a different Chapter? 

Said 

At 12:30 PM 11/3/2006, David Fischer wrote: 
>ACRS members, 
>1 am trying to finalize the agenda for our November 30, 2006, Future 
>Plant Designs Subcommittee meeting on DG-1145, Combined License 
>Applications. 
> 
>Please look over those portions of DG-1145 that you have been assigned 
>to review (see attached assignment list), to see if we need to 
>add/delete anything from the draft agenda (also attached). Please let 
>me and Tom Kress know of any adjustments you would like to make to the 
>draft agenda by November 10th. I need to line up NRC staff reviewers 
>and post the final agenda ASAP. Thanks in advance, 
>Oave 



~ayid Fischer::' Co~men~~ on Chapter~ 7 and 10 of DG-f145, qS~MBINED L1CE"NSEAPPLICATIOt\J ~l:JIDAt)lE~ 

> 
>P.S. The latest Subcommittee Meeting List shows everyones hotel 
>reservations. If any adjustments are needed there, please let me and 
>Barbara Jo White know. 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

************************************************************ 

Dr. S. I. Abdel-Khalik 
SNC Distinguished Professor 
G. W. Woodruff School of Mechanical Engineering 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, GA 30332-0405 

Voice: (404) 894-3719 FAX: (404) 894-8496 
said .abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu 
************************************************************* 

cc: "Cayetano Santos" <CXS3@nrc.gov>, "Michael Snodderly" <MRS1@nrc.gov>, "Sam 
Duraiswamy" <SXD1 @nrc.gov> 



From: WJ Shack <wjshack@anl.gov> 
To: Dana Powers <DanaPowers@msn.com>, George Apostolakis <apostola@mit.edu>, 
Graham Wallis <Graham.B.Wallis@Dartmouth.edu>, Jack Sieber <JDSIEBER@AOL.COM>, "Mario V. 
Bonaca" <mvbonaca@snet.net>, Michael Corradini <corradin@cae.wisc.edu>, Otto Maynard 
<omaynard@charter.net>, Said Abdel-Khalik <said.abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu>, Sam Armijo 
<jsarmijo@msn.com>, Sanjoy Banerjee <banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu>, Tom Kress 
<TSKress@aol.com>, David Fischer <DCF@nrc.gov> 
Date: Sun, Nov 19, 2006 11 :37 PM 
Subject: A few more nits on 1145 

In Chapter 5, which Jack is reviewing, I have a few nits. 

All refs to RG 1.99 should be RG 1.99 Rev 2, all refs to NUREG-0313 should 
NUREG-0313 Rev 2. 

In DG-1145 the sections on BWR water chemistry bring in RG 1.56. The 
original version of RG 1.56 was 1973; there is a 1978 Rev 1, which has "For 
Comment" on it so I am not sure if it was ever officially approved. If RG 
1.56 is supposed to define BWR water chemistry acceptable to the staff, we 
are in trouble. There is no RG on PWR primary or secondary water chemistry 
and DG-1145 just gives sensible general statements. The general statements 
on BWR water chemistry are sensible enough and they ought to just drop the 
refs to RG 1.56 in DG-1145 and trash RG 1.56. It has long been superceded by 
industry documents. If they want to give refs. It ought to be for some 
recent revison of the EPRI BWR and PWR primary and secondary water chemistry 
guidelines. 



From: <TSKress@aol.com>� 
To: <apostola@mit.edu>, <dapower@sandia.gov>, <graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu>,� 
<mvbonaca@snet.net>, <jsarmijo@msn.com>. <omaynard@charter.net>, <wjshack@anl.gov>,� 
<JDSIEBER@aol.com>, <banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu>, <corradin@cae.wisc.edu>,� 
<said.abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu>, <DCF@nrc.gov>� 
Date: Mon, Nov 13, 2006 1:08 PM� 
Subject: Review of my Chapters of DG-1145� 

Gentlemen: I have reviewed my chapters of DG-1145 which are:� 
1. Introduction & General Description of Plant 
14. Initial Test Program and ITAAC -- Design 

Certification 
20. Generic Issues. 

Believe it or not, I have no comments on these chapters. If the rest of the 
reviewers have the same reaction, it is going to be a dull meeting. I 
presume the process will be that the staff will give a very brief statement of 
what is in a chapter and then ask for any comments. I liked what Jack Sieber 
did in looking for what was missing rather than what was there. Perhaps I 
could persuade him and Otto to look at Chapter 14 which, by the way, is called 
Verification Program in the DG. They both know a hell of a lot more about that 
subject than I do which is very little. 

My only real issue with the DG is that there should be a requirement and 
guidance on having to do a site specific Level-3 risk assessment. This may very 
well be a part of the Environmental Impact Statement but I think it should 
be explicitly stated in this RG. 

Cheers, 
Tom Kress 



avid Fischer 

From: Michael Corradini <corradin@cae.wisc.edu> 
To: Tom Kress <tskress@aol.com> 
Date: Sun, Nov 19, 2006 6:27 PM 
Subject: COMMENTS on DG-1145 

Dear Tom - I reread the Sections assigned (6 and 19). Section 6 is 
quite complete and reasonable. Section 19 is pretty sparse and the 
severe accident section is really non-existent. Here are my comments. 
Mike 

Comments on Section C.1.6: Engineered Safety Features 

This section of the Regulatory Guide is quite detailed and thorough 
in treatment of the guidance for the ESF systems. These comments are 
more for clarification than major issues. 

1. Section C.1.6.2: Organic materials provide general guidance. 
Are there no particular issues that a potential COL application 
consider? 

2. Section C.1.6.2.1.2: Containment subcompartment specifications 
for mass and energy release data seems quite detailed. Is that needed? 

3. Section C.1.6.2.3.3: Secondary containment design evaluation 
identifies a specific evaluation if the leakage exceeds 100%/day. Why 
is this evaluation needed at > 100%/day? 

Comments on Section C.1.19.3: Severe Accident Evaluation 

The details of this section were not provided in the version of the 
document, dated September 1,2006. So no review is possible. Only 
introductory paragraphs are given. 

cc: David Fischer <DCF@nrc.gov> 



From: "Sam Armijo" <jsarmijo@msn.com>� 
To: <TSKress@aol.com>, <apostola@mit.edu>, <dapower@sandia.gov>,� 
<graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu>, <mvbonaca@snet.net>, <omaynard@charter.net>,� 
<wjshack@anl.gov>, <,I DSI EBER@aol.com>, <banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu>,� 
<corradin@cae.wisc.edu>, <said.abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu>, <DCF@nrc.gov>� 
Date: Mon, Nov 13, 2006 2:48 PM 
Subject: RE: Review of my Chapters of DG-1145 

Tom, 

I have reviewed Chapter 4 (Reactor) and have found it to be pretty 
complete. I have included my comments in the attachment. I was not 
impressed with the level of information requested for materials in this 
chapter, but found a more complete list of requested information in Chapter 
5 (Reactor Coolant and Connecting Systems) which Jack is revieWing. I will 
take a closer look at this and send you my comments later. 

It seems to me that Design Guide should have a special chapter that asks 
the applicant to identify all the materials degradation mechanisms that have 
plagued the industry and to describe what materials selections, fabrication 
steps, mechanical design, and water chemistry specifications they have put 
it place to prevent failures in new reactors. For example the chapter would 
list the known failure mechanisms each reactor type (for example, IGSCC, 
IASCC, FAC, PWSCC, Thermal Fatigue, denting, vessel embrittlement, etc) and 
describe why the new materials would not be subject to each mechanism. I 
think it would help the designers focus their materials efforts, demonstrate 
that they have put these problems to bed, and help the staff determine if 
the designs are complete and adequate. Right now it seems that material 
issues are sprinkled all over the DG. 

The industry has spent billions fixing materials failure and degradation 
issues, and the DG should ask for a comprehensive treatment of these issues. 

Sam� 

From: TSKress@aol.com [mailto:TSKress@aol.com]� 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2006 10:06 AM� 
To: apostola@mit.edu; dapower@sandia.gov; graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu;� 
mvbonaca@snet.net; jsarmijo@msn.com; omaynard@charter.net; wjshack@anl.gov;� 
JDSIEBER@aol.com; banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu; corradin@cae.wisc.edu;� 
said .abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu; DCF@nrc.gov� 
Subject: Review of my Chapters of DG-1145� 

Gentlemen: I have reviewed my chapters of DG-1145 which are:� 

1. Introduction & General Description of Plant 

14. Initial Test Program and ITAAC -- Design 
Certification 

mailto:abdelkhalik@me.gatech


20. Generic Issues. 

Believe it or not, I have no comments on these chapters. If the rest of the 
reviewers have the same reaction, it is going to be a dull meeting. I 
presume the process will be that the staff will give a very brief statement 
of what is in a chapter and then ask for any comments. I liked what Jack 
Sieber did in looking for what was missing rather than what was there. 
Perhaps I could persuade him and Otto to look at Chapter 14 which, by the 
way, is called Verification Program in the DG. They both know a hell of a 
lot more about that subject than I do which is very little. 

My only real issue with the DG is that there should be a requirement and 
guidance on having to do a site specific Level-3 risk assessment. This may 
very well be a part of the Environmental Impact Statement but I think it 
should be explicitly stated in this RG. 

Cheers, 

Tom Kress 



C.I.4. Reactor 

Chapter 4 of the final safety analysis report (FSAR) should provide an evaluation and supporting 
information to establish the capability of the reactor to perform its safety functions throughout its design 
lifetime under all normal operational modes. including transient. steady-state, and accident conditions. 
This chapter should also include infonnalion to support the analyses presented in Chapter 15, "Accident 
Analyses." 

C.I.4.l SUllUllory Description 

Provide a swnmary descriplion of tlit: mechanii;al, nudcar, and thermal and hydJ:aulic designl' fif 
the various reactor components, including the fuel, reactor vessel internals, and reactivity control 
systems. This summary description soould mdicale the independent and interrelated performance and 
safety functions of each component. (Information on control rod drive systems and reactor vessel 
internals presented in Sections 3.9.4 and 3.9.5 of the FSAR may be incorporatoo. by reference.) In 
addition, this description should include a sunnnary table of the important design and performa 
characteristics. as well as a tabulation of analysis techniques used and toad conditions cons· 
(including ~puler code names). 

C.I.4,l Fuei System Design 

The fuel system is defined as consisting of guide tubes or thimbles: e1 rods with fuel pellets, 
insulator pellets, cladding, springs, end closures, fiU gas, and getlers; r rods; burnable poison rods; 
spacer grids and springs; assembly end fittings and springs; channel (8; and the reactivity control 
assembly. In the case of the control rods, this section should co e reactivity control elements that 
extend from lhe coupling intecface of the control rod drive mec . m. In addition, this section should 
present the design bases for the mechanicaL chemical, and I designs of the fuel system, which can 
affect or limit the safe, reliable operation of the planl 

(1)� mechanical design limits, such as thos or allowable stresses, defiection. cycling, itnd fatigue 
(2)� capacity for fuel fission gas invent and pressure 
(3)� listing of material properties 
(4)� considerations for radiation 

operational vibration 

OeL1.ils for seimic loadings should he presented in Section 3.7.3 of the FSAR; however, this 
section should present shock loadings [associated with. a loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA)] and the 
effects of combinoo. shock and seismic loads. 

The chemical design should consider all possible fuel cladding-coolant interactiOn:>. 
The description of the thermal design should include such items as maximum fuel and cladding 
temperatures, dad-to-fuel gap conductance as a function of burnup and operating conditions, and fuel 
cladding integrity criteria. 

00·1145. Page C.IA-l 
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Page: 1 
Author: Sam 
Subject: Note 
Ollie: 11J08/2008 6:08:04 PM 
l.;zrshOUld inclUde information related to effects of oxidation and hydriding on the mechanical properties of the fuel Cladding 



This page contains no comments 
C.I.4.2.1 D.eslgo Bases 

Explain and substantiate the selection of design ba:;(S from the perspective of safety 
considerations. Where the limits selected are consistent with proven practice, a referenced statement to 
that effect will suffice; however, where the limits exceed present practice, this section should provide an 
evaluation and explanation based on developmental work or analysis. These design bases may be 
expressed as either explicit numbers or general conditions. In addition, the discussion of design bases 
should include a description of the functional characteristics in tenns of desired performance under slated 
conditions. This should relate systems, components, and materials pefformance under normal operating, 
anticipated transient, and accident conditions. The discussion should consider the following with respecl 
to performance' 

(1) Cladding 
(a)� mechanical properties of the cladding (e.g., Young's modulus, Poisson's ratio, design� 

dimensions, strength, ductility, and creep rupture limits), and effects of design temperature� 
and irradiation on those properties� 

(b)� stress-strain limits 
(c)� vibration and fatigue 
(d)� chemical properties of the cladding 

(2) Fuel Material 
(a)� thermal-physical propmies of lhe fuel (e.g., melting point, thecmal conductivity, density,� 

and specific heat), and effects of design temperature and irradiation on those properties� 
(b)� effects of fuel densification and fission product swelling 
(c)� chemical properties of the fuel 

(3) Fuel Rod Performance 
(a)� analytical models and conservatism in the input data 
(b)� ability of the models to predict experimental or operating characteristics 
(e)� standard deviation or statistical uncertainty associated with the correlations or analytical� 

models� 

(4) Spacer Grid and Channel Boxes 
(a)� mechanical, chemical, thennal, and irradiation properties of the materials 
(b)� vibration and fatigue 
(c)� chemical compatibility with other COfe components, including coolant 

(5)� Fuel Assembly 
(a)� structural design 
(b)� thermal-hydraulic design 

(6) Reactivity Control Assembly and Burnable Poison Rods 
(a)� thermal-physical properties of the absorber material 
(b)� compatibility of the absorber and cladding materials 
(c)� cladding stress~strain limits 
(d)� irradiation behavior of absorber material 

(7) Surveillance Program 
(a)� requirements for surveillance and testing of irradiated fuel rods, burnable poison rods,� 

control rods, channel boxes, and instrument tubes/thimbles� 

DG-1145, Page C.l.4-2 



This page contains no comments 
C.I.4.2.2 Description and Design Drawings 

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. In addition, include a discussion of design features 
that prevent improper orientation or placement of fuel rods or assemblies within the core. 

Provide the following fuel system information and associated tolerances: 

type and metallurgical state of the cladding 
cladding outside diameter 
cladding inside diameter 
cladding inside roughness 
pellet outside diameter 
pellet roughness 
pelletrlensity 
pellet resintering data 
pellet length 
pellet dish dimensions 
burnable poison content 
insulator pellet parameters 
fuel column length 
overall rod length 
rod internal void volume 
fill gas type and pressure 
sorbed gas composition and content 
spring and plug dimensions 
fissile enrichment 
equivalent hydraulic diameter 
coolant pressure 
design-specific burnup limit 

Also provide the following design drawings: 

fuel assembly cross-section 
fuel assembly outline 
fuel rod schematic 
spacer grid cross-section 
guide tube and nozzle joint 
control rod assembly cross-section 
control rod assembly outline 
control rod schematic 
burnable poison rod assembly cross-section 
burnable poison rod assembly outline 
burnable poison rod schematic 
orifice and source assembly outline 

OG-1145, Page C.L4-3 



C.I.4.2.3 Design E-...luatioD 

Present an evaluation of the fuel system design for the physically feasible combinations of chemical, 
thennal, irradiation, mechanical, and hydraulic interactions. The evaluation of these interactions should 
include the effects of normal reactor operations, anticipated operational occurrences, anticipated 
lIansients without scram, and postulated accidents. In particular, the fuel system design evaluatio 
should include the following considerations: 

(ll 

(0) 

(d)� 
(oj� 

<0 
Ig) 
(h) 
(i) 

U) 
(k) 

(2) Fuel 
(a)� dimensional stability of the fuel 
(b)� potential for chemical interaction, including possible waterlogging rupture 
(c)� thermal stability of the fuel, including densification, phase changes, and thermal expansion 
(d)� irradiation stability of the fuel, including fission product swelling and fission gas release 

(3) Fuel Rod Paformance 
(a)� fuel-cladding mechanical interaction 
(b)� failure and burnup experience, including the thermal conditions for which the experience was 

obtained for a given type of fuel and the ft~ulls of long-term irradiation testing of production 
fuel and test specimens 

(c)� fuel and cladding temperatures, both local and gross, with an indication of the correlation 
used for thermal conductivity, gap conductance as a function of burnup and power level, and 
the method of employing peaking factors 

(d)� an analysis of the potential effect of sudden temperature lIansients on waterlogged elements 
or elements with high internal gas pressure 

(e)� an analysis of temperatW'e effects during anticipated operationallransienls that may cause 
bowing or other damage to fuel, control rods, or structure 

(1)� an analysis of the energy release and potential for a chemical reaction in the event ofa 
physical burnout of fuel elements' 

(g)� an analysis of the energy release and resulting pressure pulse should waterlogged elements 
rupture and spill fuel into the coolant l 

(h)� an analysis of fuel rod behavior in the event that coolant flow blockage is predicted l 

'If this information is included in Chapter 15 of the FSAR, it may be incorporated in this 
section by reference. 

00-1145, Page C.I.4-4 

Page: 4 
Author: Sam 
Subject: Note 
Data: 11108120066:12:40 PM 
I~Thi' is 8 strange term for fuel daooing. Should use stress COlToaion cracking due to pellet clad interaction (PCI) 

Author: Sam 
Subject: Note 
Date: 11/0812006 6:15:03 PM 

(iiJd:::~i~a:~:~~=:~n:::t~n~r:ns~~u~~8~~~~~:nta:~~= ~=~=~~~ oorrosion due to~ssive crud 



Page: 5 
(4) Spacer Grid and Channel Boxes 

Author: Sam (a) dimensional stability considering thermal, chemical, and irradiation effects 
SUb",tcl Note 

(b) spring loads for grids Date: l1JCl8J2{I06 6:18:33 PM 
IprObably mean radial power distl'1buUOll(5) Fuel Assembly 

(a) loads applied by core restraint system 
(b) analysis of oombined shock (including LOCA) and seismic loading� 
(el loads applied in fuel handling. including misaligned handling tools� 

(6) Reactivity Control Assembly and Bwnable Poison Rods 
(a) internal pressure and cladding stresses during normal, transient, and accident conditions 
(b) thermal stability of lhe absorber material, including phase changes and thermal expansion 
(c) irradiation stability of the absorber material, taking into consideration gas release and 

swelling� 
Cd) potential for chemical interaction, including possible waterlogging rupture� 

When conclusive operating experience is not available, discuss any prototypf testing sociated 
with the fuel design, with a particular focus on any of the following prototype tests that ve been 
performed: 

spacer grid structural tests 
control cod structural and performance teslS 
fuel assembly structurallesls (lateral, axial and torsional stiffness, fr ncy, and damping) 
fuel assembly hydraulic flow tests (lift focces, control rod wear, Vlbratio 8nd assembly wear and life) 
in-reactor testing of design features and lead assemblies of a new ign, which may include 
one or more of the following: 

fuel and burnable poison rod growth 
fuel rod bowing 
fuel assembly growth 
fuel assembly bowing 
channel 'oox wear and distortion 
fuel rod ridging (PCI) 
crud formation 
fuel rod integrity 
hold down spring relaxalion 
spacer grid spring relaxation 
guide tube wear characteristics 

Also discuss the following pheno ological mOOels: 

radical power distribution 
fuel and cladding tempera stribution 
burnup distribution in the fuel 
thermal conductivity of the fuel, cladding, cladding crud, and oxidation layers 
densification of the fuel 
thennal expansion of the fuel and cladding 
fISsion gas production and release 
solid and gaseous fission product swelling 
fuel restructuring and relocation 
fuel and cladding dimensional changes 
fuel-to-cladding heat transfer coefficient 
thermal conductivity of the gas mixture 
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lhermal conductivity in the knudsen domain 
fuel-tlx:ladding contract pressure 
heat capacity of the fuel and cladding 
growth and creep of the cladding 
rod internal gas pressure and composition 
sorption of helium and other fill gases 
cladding oxide and crud layer thickness 
cladding-to-coolant heat transfer coefficient 

In addition, provide the following informalion' 

(1) Fuel system damage criteria for all known sms: 
(a)� stress, strain, or loading limits for sp er grids, guide tubes, thi� 

channel boxes, and other fuel system structured member� 
(b)� corrunutative number of strain fatigue cycles 
(c)� frelling wear at contact points on structural ers 
(d)� ox..idation, hydriding, and the buildup of corrosion production 
(e)� dimensional changes, such as rod bowing or irradiation growth on fuel rods and guide tubes 

(discuss associated analyses) 
(f)� fuel and burnable poison rod internal gas pressures 
(g)� "worst case" hydraulic loads for normal operntions 
(h)� maintaining control rods "watertight" to control rod reactivity 

(2) Regarding fuel rod failure. the design evaluation should include the following: 
(a)� analysis of maximum linear heat generation rate anywhere in lhe core, including all hot spots 

and hot channel factors, and the effects of burnups and composition on the melting point 
(b)� calculation of the cladding swelling and rupture resulting from the temperature distribution in 

the cladding and pressure differences between the inside and outside of the cladding [this 
should be included in the evaluation model for the emergency core cooling system (BCCS)] 

(3) Regarding fuel coolability, the design evaluation should include the follOWing: 
(a)� how the analysis of the core flow distribution accounts for the burst strain and flow blockage 

caused by ballooning (swelling) 
(b)� whether the analyses of other accidents involving systems depressurization include burst 

strain and flow blockage caused by ballooning (swelling) 

C.1.4.2.4 TesdDg .Dd Inspection PlaD 

Describe the testing and inspections 10 be performed to verifY the design characteristics of the fuel 
system components, including cladding integrity; dimensions; fuel enrichment; burnable poison 
concentration; absorber composition; and characteristics of the fuel, absorber, and poison pellets. This 
section should also include descriptions of radiographic inspections, destructive tests, fuel assembly 
dimensional checks, and the inspection program for new fuel assemblies and new control rods to ensure 
mechanical integrity after shipment. Where testing and inspection programs are essentially the same as 
for previously accepted plants, a statement to that effect should be provided, along with an identification 
oftbe fabricator and a table summarizing the important design and performance characteristics. 

In addition, describe the online fuel rod failure monitoring methods and post-irradiation surveillance 
package, as well as surveillance of control rods containing boron carbide (B4C)' 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------

C.U.3 Nuclear Design 

C.I.4.3.1 Design Bases 

Provide and discuss the design bases for the nuclear design of the fuel and reactivity control 
systems, including nuclear and reactivity conlrollimits such as excess reactivity, fuel burnup, negative 
reactivity feedback, core design lifetime, fuel replacement program, reactivity coefficients, stability 
critel"ia, maximum controlled reactivity insertion rates, control of power distribution, shutdown margins. 
stuck rod criteria, rod speeds, chemical and mechanical shim conlIol, burnable poison requiremenls. and 
backup and emergency shutdown provisions. 

C.1.4.3.2 Description 

Describe the nuclear characteristics of the design, including the informalion indicated in the 
following sections. 

C.I.4.3.2.1 Nuclear Design Description 

List. describe, or illustrate features of lhe nuclear design that are not discussed in specific 
subsections for appropriate times in the fuel cycle. Include such areas as fuel enrichment distributions, 
burnable poison distributions, other physical fealUres of the lattice or assemblies relevant to nuclear 
design parameters, delayed neutron fraction and neutron lifetimes, core lifetime and burnup, plutonium 
buildup, soluble poison insertion rates, and the relationship to cooldown, xenon burnout, or other 
transient requirements. 

C.1.4.3.2.2 PO"'U Disrribflfwn 

Present full quantitative information on calculated "normal" power distributions, including 
dislribuliorul within typical assemblies, axial distributions, gross radial distributions (XY assembly 
patlems), and nonseparable aspects ofradial and axial distributions. This should include a full range of 
both representative and limiting power density patterns related to representative and limiting conditions 
of such relevant parameters as power, flow, flow distribution, rod patterns, time in cycle (burnup and 
possible burnup distributions), cycle, bwnable poison, and xenon. Cover these patterns in sufficient 
detail to ensure that normally anticipated distributions are fully described and the effects of all 
parameters important in affecting distributions are displayed. This should include details of transient 
power shapes and magnitudes accompanying normal transients, such as load following, xenon buildup, 
decay or redistribution, and xenon oscillation control. Describe the radial power distribution within a 
fuel pin and its variation with burnup if this is used in thermal calculations. 

Discuss and assign specific magnitudes to errors or uncertainties that may be associated with these 
calculated distributions, and present the experimental data, including results from bolli critical 
experiments and operating reactors that support the analysis, likely distribution limits, and assigned 
uncertainty magnitudes. Also, discuss experimental checks to be performed on this reactor, as well as the 
criteria foe satisfactory results. 

Present detailed descriptions of the design power distributions (shapes and magnitudes) and design 
peaking factors to be used in steady-state limit statements and transient analysis initial conditiol15. 
Include all relevant components and such variables as maximum allowable peaking factors \IS. axial position or 
changes over the fuel cycle. Justify the selections by discussing the relationships of these design 
assumptions to the previously presenled expected and limiting distributions and uncertainty analysis, 
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Describe Ihe relalionship of these distributions to the monitoring instrumentation. discussing in 
detaillhe adequacy of the number of instruments and their spatial deployment (including allowed 
failures); required correlations between readings and peaking factors, calibrations and errors, operational 
procedures and specific operational limits; axial and azimuthal asymmetry limits; limits for alarms, rod 
blocks, scrams, etc" to demonstrate that suffkient information is available to detecmine, monitor, and 
limit distributions associated with normal operation to within proper limits. Describe in detail all 
calculations, computer codes, and computers used in the course of operations that are involved in 
translating power distribution-related measurements into calculated power distribution information. 
Provide the frequency with which the calculations are normally performed and execution times of the 
calculations. Also describe the input data required for the codes. In addition, present a full quantitative 
analysis of the uncertainties associated with the sources and processing of information used to produce 
operational power distribution results. This should include consideration of allowed instrumentation 
failures. 

C.I.4.3.Z.3 ReQctivity Coefjicknrs 

Present full quantitative information on calculated reactivity coefficients. including the fuel Doppler 
coefficient, moderator coefficients (density, temperature, pressure, and void). and power coefficient. 
State the precise defmitions or assumptions related to parameters involved (e.g., effective fuel 
temperature for Doppler, distinction between intra- and inter-assembly mlxll.ntor coefficients, 
parameters held constant in the power coefficient, spatial variation of parameters, and flux weighting 
used). The information should primarily take the form of curves covering the full applicable range of 
parameters (density, temperature, pressure, void, and power) from cold startup through limiting values 
used in accident analyses. Include quantitative discussions of both spatially uniform parameter changes 
and those nonuniform parameter and flux weighting changes appropriate to operational and accident 
analys.:s, as well as the methods used to treat nonuniform changes in transient analyses. 

Present sufficient information to illustrate the normal and limiting values ofparameters appropriate 
to operational and accident states, considering cycle. time in cycle, control rod insertions, boron content. 
burnable poisons, power distribution, moderator density, etc. Discuss potential uncertainties in the 
calculations and experimental results that support the analysis and assigned uncertainty magnitudes and 
experimental checks to be made in this reactor. Where limils on coefficients are especially important 
(e.g., positive moderator coefficients in the power range), experimental checks on these limits should be 
fully detailed. 

Present the coefficients actually used in transient analyses, and show (by reference to previous 
discussions and uncertainty analyses) that suitably conservative values are used (1) for boch beginning of 
life (BOl) and end of life (EOL) analyses, (2) where most negative or most positive (or least negative) 
coefficients are appropriate. and (3) where spatially nonuniform changes are involved. 

C.I.4.3.2A Control R~qllinmt!1Il.I 

Provide tables and discussions related to core reactivity balances for BOl, EOl, and (where 
appropria.te) intermediate conditions. Include consideration of such reactivity influences as control bank 
requirements and expected and minimum worths, burnable poison worths, soluble boI"on amounts and 
unit worths foc various operating states, "stuck rod" allowances, moderator and fuel temperature and void 
defects, burnup and fission products, xenon and samarium poisoning, pH effects, permitted rod insertions 
at power, and error allowances. Also, present and discuss the required and expected shutdown margin as 
a function of time in cycle, along with uncertainties in the shutdown margin and experimental 
confirmations from operating reactors. 
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Fully describe all methods, paths, and limits for normal operational control involving such areas as 
soluble poison concentration and changes, control rod motion, power shaping rod (e.g., part length rod) 
motion, and flow change. Include consideration of cold, hot, and peak xenon startup, load following and 
xenon reactivity control, power shaping (e.g., xenon redistribution or oscillation control), and burnup. 

C,1.4.:U,5 COMrol Rod PlItlt!rns "tuI Reactivity Worths 

Present full information on control rod patterns expected to be used throughout a fuel cycle. Include 
details concerning separation inlo groups or banks if applicable; order and extent of withdrawal of 
individual rods or banks; limils (with justification) to be imposed on rod or bank positions as a function 
of power level andlor time in cycle or for any other reason; and expected positions of rods or banks for 
cold critical. hoi sLandby critical, and full power for both BOL and EOL. Describe allowable deviations 
from these pallerns for misaligned or stuck rods or for any other reason (such as spatial power shaping). 
For allowable patterns (including allowable deviations), indicate for various power, EaL, and BOL 
conditions, the maximum worth of rods that might be postulated to be removed from the core in an 
ejection or drop accident, as well as rods or rod banks that could be removed in rod withdrawal accidents. 
Also give the worths of these rods as a function of position, describe any experimental confirmations of 
these worths, and present maximum reactivity increase rates associated with these withdrawals. Describe 
fully and give the methods for calculating the scram reactivity as a function of time after scram signal, 
including consideration for Technical Specification scram times, stuck rods, power level and shape, time 
in cycle, and any other parameters important for bank reactivity worth and axial reactivity shape 
functions. In addition, for boiling-water reactors (BWRs), provide criteria for control rod velocity 
limiters and control rod worth minimizers. 

C.1.4.3.2.6 Criticality ofRellClor During Refueling 

State the maximum value of ~rr for the reactor during refueling. Describe the basis for assuming 
that this maximum value will not be exceeded. 

C.I.4.3.2.7 Stability 

Defme the degree of predicted stability with regard to xenon oscillations in both the axial direction 
and the horizontal plane. If any form of xenon instability is predicted, include evaluations of higher· 
mode oscillations. Describe in detail the analytical and experimental bases for the predictions, and 
include an assessment of potential error in the predictions. Also, show how unexpected oscillations 
would be detectable before safety limits. are exceeded. 

Provide unambiguous positions regarding stability or lack thereof. That is, where stability is 
claimed, provide corroborating data from sufficiently similar power plants, or provide connnitments to 
demonstrate stability. Indicate criteria for determining whether the reactor will be stable. Where 
instability or marginal stability is predicted, provide details of how oscillations will be detected and 
controlled, as well as provisions foc protection against exceeding safety limits.. 

In addition, presenl analyses of overall reactor stability against power oscillations (other than 
xenon). 
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C.I.4.3.2.8 VrJu! Irradiation 

Provide the neulron flux distribution and spectrum in the core, at core boundaries, and at the 
pressure vessel wall for appropriate times in the reactor life for NVT determinations. Clearly stale the 
assumptions used in the calculations, including power level, use factor, type of fuel cycle, and vessel 
design life. Also, discuss the computer codes used in the analysis database for fast neutron cross
sottiam;, geometric modeling of the reactor, support barrel, water annulus, and pressure vessel, as well as 
the calculation uncertainties. 

C.I.4.3.3 Analytical Methods 

Describe in detail the analytical methods used in the nuclear design, including those for predicting 
criticality, reactivity coefficients. and burnup effects. This detailed description should include the 
computer codes used, including the code name and type, how it is used, its validity (based on critical 
experiments or confirmed predictions of operating plants), and methods of obtaining nuclear parameters 
(such as neutron cross-sections). In addition, the detailed descriptions of analytical methods should 
include estimates of the accuracy ofeach method. 

CJ.4.3.4 Cbanges 

List any changes in reactor core design features. calculational methods, data, or infonm.tion relevant 
to determining important nuclear design parameters that depart from prior practice ofthe reactor designs, 
and identify the parameters affected by each. change. Details regarding the nature and effects of these 
changes should be treated in appropriale subsections. 

C.I.4.4 TherlfJllII1IJ4 Hydraulic Design 

C.1.4.4.1 Design Bases 

Provide the design bases for the thermal and hydraulic design of the reactor. Include such items as 
maximum fuel and clad temperatures and cladding-to-fuel gap characteristics as a function of burnup (at 
rated power, at design overpower, and during transients), critical heat flux ratio (at rated power, at design 
overpower, and during transients), flow velocities and distribution control, coolant and moderator voids, 
hydraulic stability. transient limits, fuel cladding integrity criteria. and fuel assembly integrity criteria. 

C.I.4.4.2 D!!!!CrlptioD ,(Thermal aDd HYdraulic Dnlgn of tbe A"dW Core 

Describe the thermal and hydraulic characteristics of the reactor design. Include information 
indicated in lite following sections. 

C.J.4.4.2.1 Summary Comparison 

Present a summary romparison of the reactor's thermal and hydraulic design parameters with 
previously approved reactors of similar design. This should include. for example, primary coolant 
temperatures, fuel temperatures, lIlallimum and average linear heat generation rates, critical heal flux 
ratios. critical heat flux cocrelations used. coolant velocities, surface heat fluxes, power densities, 
specific powers. surface areas, and flow areas. 
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C.I.4.4.2.2 Critical Heat FlIlX Ratios 

Provide the critical heat flux ratios for the core hot spot at normal full power and design overpower 
conditions. State the critical heat flux correlation used, analysis techniques, method of use. method of 
employing peaking factors, and comparison with other correlations. 

C.1.4.4.2.3 L;Mdr Heat Generation Rate 

Provide the core-average linear heat generation rate (LHGR), as well as the maximum LHOR 
anywhere in the core. Also, indicate the method of utilizing hot channel factors and power distribution 
information to determine the maximum LHOR. 

C.l.4.4.2.4 Void FlVU:tion Distriblltioll 

Provide curves showing the predicted radial and axial distributions of steam quality and stearn void 
fraction in the core. State the predicted core average void fraction, as well as the maximum void fraction 
anywhere in the core. 

C.I.4.4.2.!i Cure Coolant Flow Du'tribution 

Describe and discuss the coolant flow distribution and orificing, as well as the basis on which 
odficing is designed (relative to shifts in power production during core life). 

C.I.4.4.2.6 Core Pre5$ure Drops tuul Hydraulic Loods 

Identify core pressure drops and hydraulic loads during normal and accident conditions, which are 
not addressed in Chapter 15 of the FSAR. 

C.I.4.4.2.7 Co,,~lalio'u aru/ Physical lhta 

Discuss the correlations and physical data employed in determining impOrlant characteristics such 
as heat transfet coefEcients and pressure drop. 

C.I.4.4.2.8 Thermal EffectsofOJHNltioMl TransienJs 

Evaluate the capability of the core to withstand thermal effects resulting from anticipated 
operational transients. 

C.1.4.4.1.9 Uncerlainties ill EstiRUltes 

Discuss the uncertainties associated with estimating the peak or limiting conditions for thermal and 
hydraulic analysis (e.g., fuel temperature, clad temperature, pressure drops, and orif'icingeffects). 

C.I.4.4.2.10 Fila Tilt ConsideNlUom 

Discuss the margin provided in the peaking factor to account for flux lilts to ensure that flux limits 
are not exceeded during operation. Describe plans for power reduction in the event of flux tillS, and 
provide criteria for selecting a safe operating power level. 
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C.I.4.4.3 De~clptioD of tbe Thermal aDd Hydraulic Design of the Reactor Coolant System 

Describe the thermal and hydraulic design of the reactor coolant system. Include the information 
indicated in the following sections. 

C.1.4.4.3.1 Plant ConjiglUtltioll Dala 

Provide the following information on plant configuration and operation: 

(1)� a description of the reactor coolant system, induding isometric drawings that show the 
configuration and approximate dimensions of the reactor coolant system piping 

(2) a listing of all valves and pipe fittings (elbows, lees, elc.) in the reactor coolant system 

(3) total coolant flow through each flow path (total loop flow, core flow, bypass flow, ctc.) 

(4)� total volume of each planll;otr1ponent, including ECCS components, with sufficient detail to define 
each part (downcomer, lower plenum, upper head, etc.) of the reactor vessel and steam generator 
[for pressurized-water reactors (PWRs)] 

(5) the length of the flow path through each volume 

(6) the height and liquid level of each volume 

(7)� the elevation of the bottom of each volume with respect to some reference elevation (preferably the 
centerline of the outer piping) 

(8) the lengths and sizes of all safety injection lines 

(9) minimum flow aleas of each component 

(10) steady-slate pressure and temperature distribution throughout the system 

C.IA.4.3.2 OpeNlJing Restrictions 0" PUlIlfJs 

State the operating restrictions lhat will be imposed on the coolant pumps to meet net positive 
suction head requirements. 

C.1.4.4.3.3 Power-Flow {JpiIrating MflP (BWR) 

For BWRs, provide a power-flow operating map, indicating the limits of reactor coolant system 
operation. This map should indicate the permissible operating range, as bounded by minimum flow, 
design flow, maximum pump speed. and natural circulation. 

C.I.4.4.3.4 Temperature-Power Operating Mflp (PWR) 

FOI PWRs, provide a temperature-power operating map. This map should indicate the effects of 
reduced core flow due to inoperative pumps, including system capability during natural circulation 
conditions. 
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C.I.4.4.3.5 Load-Foil"....;,,' ChflMcteristics 

Describe the load-following characteristics of the reactor coolant system, as well as the techniques 
employed to provide this capability. 

C.I.4.4.3.6 Thermal and HydrarJk Chs!'tlcterlstics Summary Table� 

Provide a table summarizing the thermal and hydraulic characteristics of the reactor coolant system.� 

C.l.4.4.4 EVaiUlltioD 

Present an evaluation of the thermal and hydraulic design of the reactor and the reactor coolant 
system. This evaluation should include the information indicatoo in the following sections. 

C.I.4.4.4.1 CritiC'll Heat FlIIX 

Identify the critical heat flux, departure from nucleate boiling, or critical power ratio correlation 
used in the core thermal and hydraulic analysis. Describe the experimental basis for the correlation 
(preferably by reference to documents available to the NRC), and discuss the applicability of the 
correlation to the proposed design. Place particular emphasis on the effe<:t of the grid spacer design, the 
calculational technique used to determine coolant mixing, and the effect of axial power distribution. 

C.I.4.4.4.% Con Hydraufks 

The core hydraulics evaluation should include (1) a discussion of the results of flow model tests 
(with respect to pressure drop for the various flow paths through the reactor and flow distributions at the 
core inlet), (2) the empirical correlation selected for use in analyses for both single~phase and twQ..phase 
flow conditions and applicability over the range of anticipated reactor conditions, and (3) the effect of 
partial or total isolation of a loop. 

C.I.4.4.4.3 Influence ofPower Di~·triblltion 

Discuss the influence of axial and radial power disl.ributions on the thermal and hydraulic design. 
Include an analysis to determine which fuel rods control the thermal limits of the reactor. 

C.I.4.4.4.4 Con Thermaf Response 

Evaluate the thermal response of the core at rated power, at design overpower, and during expected 
transient conditions. 

(.1.4.4.4.5 Analytical Methods 

Describe the analytical methods and data used to determine the reactor coolant system flow rate. 
This should include classical fluid mechanics relationships and empirical correlations, and should 
address both single-phase and two-phase fluid flow, as applicable. In addition. this description should 
provide estimates of the uncertainties in the calculations, as well as the resultant uncertainty in reactor 
coolant system flow rate 
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Present a comprehensive discussion of the analytical techniques used in evaluating the core thermal
hydraulics. including estimates of uncertainlies. This discussion should include such items as hydraulic 
inslability, application of hot spot factors and hoi channel factors, subchannel hydraulic analysis. effects 
of crud (in the core and reactor coolant system), and operation with one or more loops isolated. 
Descriptions of computer codes may be included by reference to documents available to the NRC 

C.I.4.4.5 TesdBli! aDd Verification 

Discuss the testing and verification techniques used to efJsute that the planned thennal and hydraulic 
design characteristics of the core and reactor coolant system have been provided and will remain within 
required limits throughout the I;ore lifetime. This discussion. should address the applicable portions of 
Regulatory Guide 1.68, "Initial Test Programs for Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants," References 10 
lhe appropriate portions of Chapler 14 of the FSAR are acceptable. 

C.1.4.4.6 Instrumentation Requirements 

Discuss the functional requirelrents for instrummtation to be employed in monitoring and 
measuring those thermal-hydraulic parameters that are important to safety. For e:\ample. !lus discussion 
should include the requirements for in-core instrumentation to confirm predicted pow~ density 
distribution and moderator temperature distributions. Details of the instrumentation design and logic 
should be presented in Chapter 7 of the FSAR. 

Also, describe the vibration and loose-parts monitoring equipment 10 be provided in the plant. In 
addition, discuss the procedures 10 be used to detect excessive vibration and the occurrence of loose 
parts. 

C.I.4.S Reactor Materials 

C.I.4.5.1 Control Rod Drive SyUtm Struclunl M.terj.l§ 

For the pW'pOSe oftffis section, the control rod drive system includes the control rod drive 
mechanism (CRDM) and extends 10 the coupling interface with the reactivily control (poison) elements 
in the reactor vessel. It does not include the eledrical and hydraulic syslems necessary to actuate Ihe 
CRDMs. This section should provide the information described in the following subsections. 

C.1.4.S.1.1 MIII('rWls Sp«ijications 

PrO'.'ide a list orthe materials, including weld malerials. and their specifications for each CRDM 
component. Furnish information regarding the mechanical properties of any material nol included in 
either Appendix I [0 Section III of the Boiler and Pressure Vessel (B&PV) Code promulgaled by the 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (AS ME), or Regulatory Guide 1.84, "Design. Fabrication, and 
Materials Code Case Acceplability, ASME Section Ill, Division I," and provide justiflcation for the use of 
such materials. 

State whether the CRDM design uses any matt2"ials that have a yield strength greater than 90,000 psi, 
such as cold-worked austenitic stainless steels, precipitation hardenable stainless steels, or hardenable 
martensitic stainless steels. If such materials are used, identify their usage and provide evidence [hal 
stress-corrosion cracking will not occur during service life in components fabricated from the materials. 

C.I.4.S.I.2 AUslrrdtk Stllinlrn Steel ComPDMnlS 
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Describe the processes, inspections, and tests used to ensure that austenitic stainless sleel 
components are free from increasoo lIusce ar stress-corrosion cracking causoo by 
sensitization. . g or fabrication methods subject lhe materials to tempemtures between 
800-1,500Q F 7-816 Q C), or involve slow cooling from temperatures over 1500 Q F (816 Q C), describe 
the processing or fabrication methods and provide justification to show that smh treatment will not cause 
susceptibility to intcrgranu!ar slcess-eorfosion cracking. Indicate the degree of conformance to the 
recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.44, "Control aCme Use of Sensitized Stainless Steel," as well as 
Position C,5 of Regulatory Guide 1.37, "Quality Assurance Requirements for Cleaning of Fluid Systems 
and AJ;:~ocialed Components of Watcr·Cooled Nuclc:ar Power Plants," as it relates to controls for abrasive 
steel surfaces. Provide justification for any deviations from these recommendations. 

Describe the tempering temperature of hardenable martensitic stainless steels and the aging 
temperature and aging time of precipitation-hardening stainless steds. Also, den:ribe the processing and 
treatment of other special purpose materials. such as cobalt-base alloys (Stellites), nickle-based alloys 
(Inconel), titanium, colmonoys, and graphitars. 

C.I.4.5.1A Cleaning ami Cleanline!5 Control 

Pruvide dctails regarding the steps that will be taken 10 prolecl austenitic slainless stcd materials 
and parts of these systems during fabrication. shipping, and onsite storage to ensure that all cleaning 
solutions. processing compounds, degreasing agents, and detrimental oont.a.minants are ciXnpletely 
removed and a1l parts are dried and properly protected following any flushing treatment with water. 
Indicate the degree of conformance to the recommendations ofRegulatory Guide 1.37, "Quality 
Assurance Requirements for Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated Components of Water-Cooled 
Nuclear Power Plants." Provide justification for any deviations from these recommendations. 

C.I.4.5.2 Reactor I0ter.ali and ewe SuPPOrt Materl.ls 

Discuss the mateciiils used for reactor internals and core support materials. Include the infonnation 
described in the fo1lowing subsections. 

C.I.4.!'i.2.1 Mak,u,lsSp«ijkAtwm 

List the materials, including weld materials, and their specifications for coft1'Onents of the reactor 
internals and core support ~truCturC5. Include materials tn:ated to enhance COCTo.sion resiSlance, strength. 
and hardness. Furnish information regarding the mechanical properties of any material nex included in 
Appendix I to Section III of the ASME B&PV Code and provide justification for the use of such 
maleriah 

C.IA.S.U ContffJls 0" Wdlii", 

Indicate the methods and controls that ",ill be used when welding reactor internals components and 
core support structures, and provide assurance that such welds will meet the acceptance criteria ofArticle 
SO 5000 in Section III of the ASME B&PV Code 

C.I.4.5.2.J Nondestructive Examitultion 

Indicate that the nondestructive examination procedures used to exlWline tubular products conform 
to the requirements of the ASME B&PV Code. Provide justification for any deviations from these 
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requirements. 

C.l.4.5.2.4 Frlbrication amJ Processing ojAlUumtic Stainleu Steel CmnptJMIrls 

Indicate the degree of C()nformance to the reconunendations of Regulatory Guide 1.44, "Control of 
the Use of Sensitized Stainless Steel"; and Regulatory Guide 1.37, "Quality Assurance Requirements for 
Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated Componmts of Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants." If 
alternative measures are used. show that they will provide the same assurance of component integrity as 
would be achieved by following the focomncndations of thi::: listed regulatory guides. Indicate the 
maximum }ield strength of all cold-worked stainless steels used in the reactor internals. 

C.I.4.5.Z.5 Other Mattrials 

Submit information on lhe mechanical properties, corrosion resistance, and fabricatiOn, of any 
materials other than austenitic stainless steels. In particular, discuss the tempering temperarure of 
hardenable rnartensitie stainless sleds and the aging temperature and agi"8 time of pcecipilation
hardening stainless steels. Also, discuss the processing and treatment of other special purpose materials, 
such as cobalt-base alloys (Ste1lites), nickel-based alloys (Incanen, Tita11lum and Colmoooys. 

C.I.4.6 Functional Design ofReactivity Control Systems 

Present information to establish that the control rod drive system (eROS), which includes the 
essential ancillary equipment and hydrauli~ systems, is designed and installed to provide the required 
functional performance and is properly isolated from other equipment. Also, present information to 
establish the bases for assessing the combined functional performance of all the reactivity control 
systems to mitigate the consequences of anticipated uansients and postulated accidents. 

In addition to the eROS and ECeS, these reactivity control systent.li include the chemical and 
volume conlIol system (eVeS) and the emergency horation system (EBS) for PWRs, and the standby 
liquid control systt:rn (SLCS) and the recirl,;ulation flow control system (RFeS) for BWRs. 

C.I.4.6.1 InfonnatloD for CROS 

information submitted should include drawings of the rod drive mechanism, layout drawings of lhe 
collective rod drive system, process flow diagrams, piping and instrumentation diagrams, component 
descriptions and chara.l:teristics, and a description of the functions of al1 related ancillary equipment and 
hydraulic systcrns. This should also indude the control rod drive cooling system for plants that have this 
system. This information may be presented in conjunction with the infonnation requested for Section 
3.9.4 of the FSAR. 

C.1.4.6.1 Evalyatlon5 of tbe CRDS 

Failure mode and effects analyses of the CROS should be presented in tabular form, with supporting 
disrussioo to delineate the logic employed. The failure analysis should demonstrate that the CRDS, 
which for putposes of these evaluations includes all essential ancillary equipment and hydraulic systems, 
can perform the intended safety functions with the loss of any single active component. 

These evaluations and assessments shoold establish thai all essential elements of the eROS are 
ide·ntified and provisions made fOJ isolation from nonessential eROS elements. In addition, thi~ 

discussion should establish that aU essential equipment is amply protected from common~mode failures 
(such as failure of moderate- and high-energy lines). 
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C.U.6-3 Testing llDd VerificaUoo nftbe eROS 

Describe the functional testing program This should include rod insertion and withdrawal tests, 
thennal and fluid dynamic tests simulating postulated operating and accident conditions, and test 
verification of the eROS with imposed single failures, as appropriate. 

Present preoperational and initial startup test programs. Include the lest objectives, methods, and 
acceptance criteria. 

C.l.4.6.4 !Dronnallon for Comblped PcdormaDce of Reyliylty SVl1ew§ 

Other sections or the FSAR (e.g., 9.3.4 and 9.3.5) present piping and instrumentation diagrams, 
layout drawings, process diagrams, faillUe analyses, descriptive material, and performance evaluations 
related to specific evaluations ortbe eves, SLCS, and RFCS. This section should include sufficient 
plan and elevation layout drawings to provide bases for establishing that the reactivity control systems 
(CROS, ECCS, CVCS, SlCS, RFCS, and EBS) are not vulnerable to common-mode failures when used 
in single or multiple redundant modes. 

Evaluations pertaining to the plant's response to postulated process disturbances and equipment 
malfunctions or failures are presented in Chapter 15 of the FSAR. This section should list all postulated 
accidents evaluated in Chapter 15 that take credit for two or lIlllCe reactivity control systems to prevent or 
mitigate each accident. In addition, this section should tabulate the related reactivity systems. 

C.I.4.6.S [vllultions of Combined Perform",' 

Evaluate the .::ombined functional performance for accidents where two or more reactivity sy5terns 
are u5cd. The neulronic, fluid dynamic, instrumentation, controls, time sequencing, and other process
parameter.related features are presented primarily in Chapters 4, 7, and 15 of the FSAR. This section 
should include failure analyses to demonstrate that the reactivity control systems are not susceptible to 
conunon-mode failures when used redundantly. These failure analyses should consider failures 
originating within each reactivity cootrol system, as well as those originating from plant equipment olher 
than reactivity systems, and should be presented in tabular form with supporting discussion and logic. 

C.I.4.6.3 Testing Ind VeriIJ.utiQD pith, (BPS 

Describe the functional testing program. This should include rod insertion and withdrawal tests, 
thennal and fluid dynamic tests simulating postulated operating and accident conditions, and test 
verification of the CROS with imposed single failures, as appropriate. 

Prescnt preoperational and initial startup test programs. lnclude the test objectives, methods, and 
acceptance critena. 

C.I.4.6.4 InforlMtlon for COmbined PerformanCt' of Reactivity System. 

Other sections of the FSAR (e.g., 9.3.4 and 9.3.5) present piping and instrumentation diagra~, 

layout drawings, process diagrams, failure analyses, descriptive material, and performance evaluations 
related to specific evaluations of the CVCS, SLCS, and RFCS. This section should include sufficient 
plan and elevation layout drawings 10 provide bases for establishing that the reactivity control systems 
(CROS, ECCS, CVCS, SLCS, RFCS, and EBS) are not vulnerable to common-mode failures when used 
in single or multiple redundant modes. 
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Evaluations pertaining to the plant's response to postulated process disturbances and equipment 
malfunctions or failures are presenled in Chapter 15 of the FSAR. This section should ust all postulated 
accidents evaluated in Chapter 15 that take credit for two or more reactivity control systems to prevent or 
mitigate each accident. In addition, this section should tabulate lhe related reactivity systems. 

c.1.4.6.S Evaly!Uool of Combined Performapc~ 

Evaluate me combined functional performance for accidents where two or more reactivity systems 
are used. The neutronic, fluid dynamic, instrurnemation, controls, time sequencing, and other process
parameter-related features are presented primarily in Chapters 4, 7, and 15 of the FSAR. This section 
should include failure analyses to demonstrate that the reactivity control systems are not susceptible to 
common-mode failures when used redundantly. These failure anal}'5es should consider failures 
originating within each reactivity control system, as well as those originating from planl equipment olher 
than reactivity systems, and should be presented in tabular form with supporting discussion and logic. 
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From: "Otto Maynard" <omaynard@charter.net>� 
To: "Dana Powers" <DanaPowers@msn.com>, "George Apostolakis" <apostola@miLedu>,� 
"Graham. B. Wallis" <graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu>, "John Sieber" <JDSIEBER@aol.com>, "Mario� 
Bonaca" <mvbonaca@sneLnet>, "Richard Denning" <denning@battelle.org>, "Sam Armijo"� 
<jsarmijo@msn.com>, "Tom Kress" <TSKress@aol.com>, "William Shack" <wjshack@anl.gov>� 
Date: Thu, Nov 16, 200612:30 PM 
Subject: DG 1145 Comments Chapters 9, 13, 16, & 18 from Otto Maynard 

Tom, 

Below are my specific comments on the chapters assigned. With two 
exceptions, my comments are minor and editorial in nature. These two 
exceptions are summarized first: 

I note that throughout DG 1145 in the reference sections, there are numerous 
references to old Generic Letters, Information Notices, Bulletins, and other 
generic type communications. I'm not sure why all of this old 
"clarification" wasn't incorporated into the appropriate Regulatory Guide 
and Standard Review Plan revisions that the staff is required to make six 
months before receipt of the first COL application. I thought the purpose 
of all the Reg Guide and SRP revisions was to bring them up to date and to 
incorporate current guidance. Some of the generic communications referenced 
date back 20 years or more and potentially conflict with each other in some 
cases. I think this will create problems for the licensee and the staff in 
trying to sort out the applicable requirements and expectations. In the 
list of references for Fire Protection, it listed Branch Technical Position 
9.5-1 which we were told was incorporated into the recent revision to RG 
1.198 for new plants. I believe that to the maximum extent practical, the 
regulations, Regulatory Guides, Standard Review Plans and NUREGs should the 
requirements and guidance necessary for the licensee to prepare and 
application and the staff to review and evaluate the applications. In my 
opinion, relying on all of the old non-binding generic communications will 
create more work and conflict for both the licensee and the staff. 

The second comment involves Security/Safeguards and is potentially addressed 
in another section or requirement. This probably shouldn't be discussed in 
detail in a public meeting. I'll simply say that in Auxiliary Systems 
(Chapter 9) the applicant is required to include the effects of natural 
phenomena in the safety evaluation for the structures and facilities 
associated with the auxiliary system. Nothing is discussed relative to 
non-natural phenomena for these systems. I believe C.1.13.6.1 relative to 
potential new Security Requirements may be the answer to this comment. 

As I said earlier, the rest of my comments are minor and editorial in 
nature. Some of these questions may be addressed in the referenced Reg 
Guide or other documents. My comments are summarized below: 

Chapt 9 Auxiliary Systems 

C.1.9.1.2.1 First sentence, sub-critical is misspelled. (sub-clinical) 

C.1.9.1.4.2 Should consider including description of equipment and 
procedures for fuel reconstitution and handling of damaged fuel in this 
section. 



C.1.9.1.5.4 Should ensure that rigging is included in the inspection and 
testing requirements. 

C.1.9.2.1.1 Should ensure that "freezing" includes considerations of 
"frazzle ice" 

C.1.9.5.2.2 Communication systems should not create plant problems such as 
spurious equipment actuations. 

C.1.9.5.6 Why isn't there a section for "Inspection and Testing" like the 
other sections? 

C.1.9.5.7 Why aren't there sections for "Safety Evaluation" and "Inspection 
and Testing" like the other sections? 

C.1.9.6 Why is BTP SPLB 9.5-1 included as a reference? I thought this was 
incorporated into RG 1.198. 

Chapter 13 Conduct of Operations 

C.1.13.1.1.1 (3) Why isn't Security included? 

C.1.13.1.1.3 Why isn't Security included? 

C.1.13.6.1 Is it appropriate to include the last paragraph talking about 
potential new requirements. New requirement can be imposed upon a licensee 
at anytime utilizing the appropriate regulatory process. When a new 
requirement is imposed. it includes the schedule and process for the 
licensee to follow for implementation. After the new requirements are 
finalized, this paragraph will be outdated. This is more of a process 
question than an impact question. The licensee will have to eventually take 
the same actions regardless of whether this paragraph is in the Reg Guide or 
not. 

C.1.16 Technical Specifications 

No comments 

C.1.17 Quality Assurance & Reliability Assurance 

I would anticipate public comments on some of the Reliability Assurance 
sections since it imposes some new requirements but I have not comments. 

cc: "Cayetano Santos" <CXS3@nrc.gov>, "David Fischer" <dcf@nrc.gov>, "Eric 
Thornsbury" <eat2@nrc.gov>, "John Lamb" <JGL1@nrc.gov>, "Michael Junge" <MXJ2@nrc.gov>, 
"Michael Snodderly" <MRS1@nrc.gov>, "Ralph Caruso" <RXC@nrc.gov> 



From: "George Apostolakis" <apostola@MIT.EDU>� 
To: "FISCHER David" <dcf@nrc.gov>, "KRESS Tom" <TSKress@ao/.com>� 
Date: Sun, Nov 19, 2006 1:37 PM� 
Subject: DG 1145� 

Tom and David: 

Attached are my comments on C.I\.1: Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) and 
C.IV.10: Regulatory Treatment of Non-Safety Systems. Both chapters are well 
written. I have a number of comments, but the one that stands out is the 
apparent inconsistency between these two chapters regarding PRA scope. 
C.IV.10 requires a Level-3 PRA, while C.I/.1 does not. The latter demands 
that: "The scope should be sufficient to enable the NRC staff to 
meet the objectives identified in section C.I/.1.2." 

I have no comments on C./.19. Probabilistic Risk Assessment and Severe 
Accident Evaluation. It's OK. 

I am sorry I will miss the meeting on November 30. 

Dr. G.E. Apostolakis 
Professor of Nuclear Science and Engineering 
Professor of Engineering Systems 
Room 24-221 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Cambridge, MA 02139-4307, USA 

FOR EXPRESS MAIL DELIVERY: 
32 Vassar Street, Room 24-221 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Cambridge, MA 02139, USA 

e-mail: apostola@mit.edu 
tel: +1-617-252-1570 
fax: +1-617-258-8863 

cc: "SNODDERLY Mike" <MRS1@nrc.gov>, "DURAISWAMY Sam" <sxd1@nrc.gov>. 
<graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu>, <gxa@nrc.gov>, <jdsieber@ao/.com>, <jsarmijo@msn.com>, 
<mvbonaca@snet.net>, <omaynard@charter.net>, "POWERS Dana (private)" 
<DanaPowers@msn.com>, <wjshack@anl.gov>, <said.abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu>, "Cayetano Santos" 
<CXS3@nrc.gov> 
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C.I1.I. Probabili!.tic Risk Assessment (PRA) 

A combined license (COL) application under Title 10, Part 52, ofllie Code ofFederal 
Regulations (lO CFR Part 52), "Early Site Permits; Standard Design Certifications; and Combined 
Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants," should include a comprenensive probabilistic risk assessment 
(PRA). I The submilled information should provide complete and detailed documentation of the 
applicant's PRA sufficient 10 permit the NRC to conclude thaI it supports the objectives delineated in 
slXtion c.n.l.2 of this guide. and should include explanatory details and tochnical data supplemenlallo 
that appropriate for inclusion in Chapler 19 of the final safety analysis report (FSAR). 

C.II.l.l Regulatory Basis 

The Commission issued 10 CFR Pari 52 on April 18, 1989. This rule provides for issuing early 
site permits (ESPs), standard design certifications, and combined licenses (eOLs) wilh conditions for 
nuclear power reaclors. It states the review procedures and licensing requirements for applications for 
these new licenses and certifications and was intended to achieve the earty resolution oflicensing issues, 
as well as to enhance the safety and reliability of nuclear power plants 

On March 13, 2006, the NRC published a proposed rulernaking (71 FR 12782) that would revise 
10 CFR 52 to identify the specific requirements for COL applications. Wilh. regard to severe accidents, 
lO CFR Part 52 codifies some parts of the guidance in the Severe Accident Policy Statement and 
Standardization Policy Statement. Specifically, 10 CFR 52.79 and 10 CFR 52.80 require the following 
information in a COL application: 

information with respect to compliance with technically relevant portions of the Three Mile 
Island (TMI) requirements set forth in 10 CFR 5Q.34(f) 

proposed technical resolutions of those unresolved safety issues and medium- and high·priority 
generic safety issues that are identified in the version ofNUREG-0933, "A Prioritization of 
Generic Safety Issues," current 6 months prior to the application and that arc technically relevant 
10 the design 

a plant-specific PRA 

The above requirements are similar to the requirements in 10 CFR 52.47 for design certification 
applications. A COL applicant that docs not reference a certified design should ensure that its plant 
design also satisfies the requirements of 10 CFR 52.47, as well as the COL specific requirements of 
10 CFR 52.79 and 10 CFR 52.80. 

1The probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) may include both probabilistic risk assessment 
techniques and altemative approaches (e.g., seismic margins analyses) for addressing 
contributors to risk, as defined in Section C.1I.1.3 of this guide. For example, in lieu of a seismic
PRA the applicant can choose to perform a risk·based seismic margins analysis (SMA) per 
SECY·93·087. The risk-based SMA is a method for estimating the "margin" abo....e the safe 
shutdown earthquake (SSE) of the design which allows the identification of risk·important 
design and operational features, and associated requirements, to mitigate seismic events. In 
SECY-93-087, it is indicated that plants designed 10 withstand a specific ground acceleration 
SSE should have the capability to withstand beyond-design-basis earthquakes without resulting 
in core damage. 
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The NRC has also issued guidance for addres5ing severe accidents and PRA in the following 
documents' 

NRC Policy Statement, "Severe Reactor Accidents Regarding Future Designs and EXisting 
Plants" [Volume 50, page 32138, of the Federal Register (SO FR 32138), dated August 8, 1985] 

NRC Policy Statcmeflt, "Safety Goals for the Operations ofNucleac Power Plants" (51 FR 
28044, dated August 4, 1986) 

NRC Policy Statement, "Nuclear Power Plant Standardization" (52 FR 34844, dated September 
15,1987) 

NRC Policy Statement, "The Use of Probabilistic Risk Assessment Methods in Nuclear 
Regulatory Activities" (60 FR 42622, dated August 16, 1995) 

SECY-90-o16, "Evolutionary Light·Water Reactor [LWR) Certification Issues and Their 
Relationship to Current Regulatory Requirements," issued January 12, 1990, and the related staff 
requirements memorandum (SRM), issued June 26, 1990 

SECY-93-o87, "Policy, Technical, and Licensing Issues Pertaining to Evolutionary and 
Advanced Light.Water Reactor Designs," issued April 2,1993. and the related SRM, issued July 
11,1993 

SECY-96-128, "Policy and Key Technical Issues Pertairung to the Westinghouse AP600 
Standardized Passive Reactor Design," issued June 12, 1996, and the related SRM, issued 
January 15,1997 

SECY·97-o44, "Policy and Key Technjcallssues Pertaining to the Westinghouse AP600 
Standardized Passive Reactor Design," issued February 18, 1997, and the related SRM, issued 
June 30, 1997 

The flrst four documents provide guidance regarding the appropriate course of action to address 
severe accidents and the use of PRA. The SRMs relating to SECY-90-016, SECY-93-087, SECY-96· 
128, and SECY-97-044 provide Commission-approved guidance for implementing features in new 
designs to prevent severe accidents and to mitigate their effects, should they occur. Summaries of these 
documents are provided in Appendix A to this section of DG-1145. 

C.II.1.2 Purpose and Objectives 

The NRC intends to use tne applicant's PRA results and insights to determine whether the 
following objectives are met' 

During the design phase, the PRA should have been used to: 

Identify and address potential design and operationaL vulnerabilities (i.e., failures or 
combinations of failures that are signiflcant risk contribulOCS that could drive the risk to 
unacceptable levels with respect to the Commission's goals, as presen!ed. below). 

Reduce or eliminate known weaknesses of existing operating plants1 thai are applicable 
to the new design, by introducing appropriate features and requires. 

Select among alternative features, operational strategies, and design options. 

2The reference to eXisting operating plants applies to light water reactor (LWR) plant technology 
contemporary with the issuance of the Commission's Severe Accident Policy Statement on August B, 
1985. 
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Subject: Highlight
Identify and support the development of design requirements, such as inspections, tests, analyses, Date: 11f19J200612:02:18 PM� 
and acceptance criteria (ITAACs), reliability assurance program (RAP), technical specifications� 
(TS), and COL action items and interface requirements.� T 
Support the process used to determine whether regulatory treatment of non-safety systems� 
(RTNSS) is necessary. jf applicable.� 

Determine whether the plant design, including the impact of site-specific characteristics,� 
represents a reduction in risk compared to existing operating plant designs. 3� 

Assess the balance of preventive and mitigative features of the design per 10 CFR 52.79(a)(38)� 
(71 FR 12782) including consistency with Commission's guidance in SECY·93-087� 

Support, as a minimum, regulatory oversight processes [e.g., Mitigating Systems Performance� 
Index (MSPI), Significance Determination Process (SOP)] and programs that will be associated� 
with plant operations (e.g., technical specifications, reliability assurance, human factors,� 
Maintenance Rule).� 

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 ofPRA to help improve future reactor designs. In general, the PRA 
and the NRC staffs review achieve these objectives. 

~his criterion is applicable for designs that have evolved from light water reactor (LWR) plant 
technology (contemporary with issuance of the Commission's Severe Accident Policy Statement on 
August 8, 1985) through the incorporation of features intended to enhance plant safety, availability, and 
operation. 
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CII.1.3 Scope 

ilE!~~-.-~m;;n;:p;i;~~;~;;-------
The applicant's PRA should be com~ sive in ess all applicable internal and 

=n;~ :b:ti~~ ~~~~~oi~~~~~ ~~~.sl.2 T~~~~~~l~~p~~~tn~er:b~ ~p~~~s~~~o 
applicant voluntarily chooses to use the PRA to support other, additional risk-informed appJications.4 

c.n.l.4 Levelo/Detail 

The level of detail of the applicant's PRA should be cOll'lITleruiurate with the purpose and 
objectives discussed in Section c.n.l.2 (Le., 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). The PRA should reasonably reflect the actual plant design, 
planned conslrUction. anticipated operational practices, and relevant operational experience of the 
applicant and the industry 

The burden is on the applicant to justifY that the PRA approach, methods, and data. as well as e 
requisite level of detail necessary for the NRC staffs review and assessment, are appropriate for Ih 
COL application. 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 f 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment Results For Risk-Informed Activities," and Regulatory Guide .174,"An 
Approach for Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment In Risk-Informed Decisions On Plant-S ecific 
Changes To The Licensing Basis." 

In cases where detailed design infonnation (regarding cable and pipe routin or example) is not 
available or when it can be shown that detailed modeling does not provide signifi t additional 
information, it is 3\X:eptable to make bounding-type assumptions consistent with e guidelines in 
Regulatory Guide 1.200. However, the risk models should still be able to be ed to identitY 
vulnerabilities. as well as design and operational requirements, such as IT and COL action items. In 
addition, the bounding assumptions should not mask any risk-significant ormation about the design 
and its operation 

C.II.1.5 Technical Adequacy 

Consistent with the guidance in Section 2.5 of Regula Guide 1.174 regarding quality 
assurance, the staff expects the applicant's PRA will have b subjected to quality control. The 
methods acceptable to the NRC staff to ensure that the pe ent quality assurance requirements of 
Appendix B to 10 CFR Part SO are met and that the PRA - sufficient to be used in demonstrating that the 
ohjectivl:s identified in Section C.II.l.2 of this gui eI, include: 

Use of personnel qualified for the analysis. 

Use of pnx:edures that ensure control of documentation, including revisions, and provide for� 
independent review, verification, or checking of calculations and information used in the� 
analyses (an independent peer review or certification program can be used as an important� 
element in this process).� 

4Risk-informed applications (e.g., implementation of 10 CFR SO.69 or NFPA-805) may involve a 
scope, level of detail, and/or technical adequacy for the affected areas that is greater than that needed 
for the COL application. 
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Provide for documentation and maintenance of records, including archival documentation as well 
as submittal documentation. 

Use of procedures that ensure appropriate attention and corrective actions are taken if 
assumptions, analyses, or information used previously are changed or detecmined to be in error. 

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). The adherence to the recommendations provided in 
Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1.174 pertaining to quality and technical adequacy will result in il more 
efficient and consistent NRC staff review process. Alternatively, the applicant should identify, and 
justify the acceptability of, alternative measures for addressing PRA quality and technical adequacy. 

In addressing the le(:hnical adequacy of the PAA the applicant should include (1) a discussion of 
prior NRC staff review of the PRA (e.g., during design certification), findings (i..e., facts and 
observations) from that review, disposition to those findings, and. the relevance of that review to lhe 
technical adequacy of the current plant-specific PRA; (2) a discussion of the scope, level of detail, and 
technical adequacy needed to support the specific uses and risk-informed applications; (3) a discussion 
regarding how technical adequacy is determined for pertinent PRA scope areas in which the NRC has not 
endorsed PRA standards (i.e., identify the guidance and. good practices documents relied upon to 
determine the technical adequacy of the PRA); (4) a discussion on the use of and criteria for independent 
peer reviews; and (5) a discussion on the process for dispositioning independent peer review findings and 
maintaining or upgrading the PRA, as appropriate. 

C.n.1.6 Risk Insights 

In addition to using the PRA models to assess risk and determine significant accident sequences 
and major contributors, the applicant should perform uncertainty, importance. and sensitivity analyses. 
Such analyses provide important information about (1) areas where certain de~ign features are the most 
effective in reducing risk. with respect to operating reactor designs; (2) major conlribUlors 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 

srhe issue ofT·H uncertainlies arises from the "passive" nature of safety-related systems used 
for accident mitigation. Passive safety systems rely on natural forces, such as gravity, to perform their 
functions. Such driving forces are small compared to those of pumped systems, and the uncertainty in 
their values, as predicted by a ·'best-estimate" T·H analysis, can be of comparable magnitude to the 
predicted values themselves. Therefore, some accidenl sequences with a frequency high enough to impact 
results, but which are nol predicted 10 lead to core damage by a "best-estimate" T-H analysis, may 
actually lead to core damage when T-H uncertainties are considered in the PRA models. 
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features intended to make the plant safer, more available, and easi~ to operate," l'fI'.----------- ~~:~:a;~:~ls ........................·......iIlrilk...............� For 
this pwpose, a broad (qualitative or quantitative) comparison of risks, by initiating event category, 
between the proposed design and existing operating plant designs (from which the proposed design 
evolved) can he helpful in identifying the major design features thai contribute to the reduced risk of the 
proposed design compared to existing plant designs (e.g., passive systems, less reliance on offsite and 
ansite power for accident mitigation, and divisional separation). 

Risk importance studies should be performed at the system, train, and component leveL Such 
studies provide very useful insights about (1) the systems that contribute the most in achieving the low 
risk level assessed in the PAA (2) events (e.g., component failures or human errors) tha . e 
most to decreases in the "built-in" plant safety level, and (3) events that t most to the 
assessed risk. 

Sensitivity studies shou 00 to gain insights about the impact of uncertainties (and 
potential lack of detailed models the estimated risk. The objectives of the sensitivity studies are to 
(1) determine the sensitivity of the estimated risk to potential biases in numerical values, such as 
initiating event frequencies, failure probabilities, and equipment unavailabilities; (2) determine the 
impact of potential lack of modeling details on the estimated risk; and (3) determine the sensitivity of the 
estimated risk to previously raised issues (e.g., motor-operated valve reliability). In addition, for designs 
using passive safety systems and active "defense-in·depth" systems, sensitivity studies can be performed 
to investigate the impact of uncertainties on PRA results under the assumption of plant operation without 
credit for the non-safety-related "defense.in.depth" systems. These studies provide additional insights 
about the risk importance of the "defense-in-depth" systems, that are taken into account in selecting non· 
safety-related systems for regulatory oversight according to the RTNSS process. 

The applicant should use the results and insights of the PRA, including those from the 
uncertainty analyses, importance analyses, and sensitivity studies, in an integrated fashion, to perform the 
following: 

Address weaknesses through specific design andlor operational changes. 

Identify and establish specifications and performance objectives (e.g., IT AACs, technical 
specifications, reliability assurance program, RTNSS, and COL action items) for the design. 
construction, testing, inspection, and operation of the plant to ensure that assumptions made in 
the PRA (e.g., regarding design and operational features ora safety system, system interactions, 
and human actions) will remain valid in the as-to·be-built, as·to-be-operated plant and that 
uncertainties have been appropriately addressed. 

The applicant's submittal should include the results of the PRA and a discussion of the 
corresponding insights. In addition. the submittal should address the application and implementation of 
the acquired risk insights. 
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C.II.I.7 FOl'''lIltalidConlenl 

The applicant should provide an acceptable level of documentation 10 enable the NRC staff to 
conclude that the obj«tives identified in Section C.II.I.2 were met and to reach a finding that the 
applicant has performed a sufficiently complete and scrutable analysis and that the results support the 
application for a COL. The submitted PRA should include arlequ3le infonnation, 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 uncerlainty analyses). 

Consistent with practices for operating plants, the applicant does not need to provide all plant
and site-specific PRA information 10 the NRC; however, the applicant should maintain such infonnation 
and make it available for NRC review. 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 ].200 

To support the NRC staffs timely review and assessment of the documentation, the applicant 
should adhere to the recommended formal and content identified in Appendix B, Probabilistic Risk 
Assessment to Support a Combined License Application: Standard Formal and Content. 

In addition 10 submitted documentation, the applicant should maintain archival documentation, 
consistent with the guidance provided in Section 3.2, "Archival Documentation," of Regulatory Guide 
].174. The archival documentation should include a detailed description of engineering analyses 
conducted and the resulls obtained, irrespective of whether they were quantitative or qualitative, or 
whether the analyses made use of traditional engineering methods or probabilistic approaches. Such 
documentation should be maintained by the applicant, as part of the normal quality assurance program, 
so that it is available for examination. Documentation of the analyses should be maintained as lifetime 
quality rocordS in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.33, "Quality Assurance Program Requirements 
(Operalion)." 

cn.l.8 PRA Ma;nrenanu and Upgrade 

The applicant should develop a PRA maintenance and upgrade program, based on the 
configuration control guidance in Regulatory Guide 1.200, and provide a description of this program. 
This description should identitY how the PRA wiU be maintained to ensure that it reasonably reflects as
designed, as-to-be-built, and as-to-be-operated conditions. If the applicant uses a screening process that 
allows insignificant changes 10 be deferred or not incorporaled during the next scheduled PRA 
maintenance update, the applicant should describe the process and criteria, including documentation 
requirements. Likewise, if the process .includes conditions that require an immediate maintenance update 
or upgrade of the PRA prior to the next scheduled PRA maintenance update, the applicant should 
describe the related process and criteria. 

The NRC staff expects the plant-specific PRA to reasonably reflect the plant as it was 
constructed, in preparations for startup, and therefore, the planl-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 10 address findings during the PRA
related plant walkdowns. Therefore, the applicant should describe their approach for ensuring that the 
plant-specific PRA will reasonably refle<:t the plant prior to initial operations. 
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In addition, the applicant should describe how the applicant will ensure that the PRA maintains 

the appropriate scope, level of detail, and t.ochnical adequacy, consistent with the prevailing PRA 
standards, guidance, and good practices, ItS needed to support its uses and risk-informed applications, per 
the guidance presented in Sections C.n.I.3, C.lI.l.4, and c.n.I.5, respectively, of this guide. 
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Appendix A 

NRC Reguialor'Y Guidance on Severe Accidents 

The Commission expects that new designs will achieve a higher standard of severe accident 
safety performance than previous designs.l In an effort 10 provide this additional level of safety in the 
design of advanced nuclear power plants, the NRC has developed guidance and goals to accommodate 
events that are beyond the design basis of the plant. Designers should strive to ~t these goals. 

For advanced nuclear power plants, including both the evolutionary and passive designs, the 
NRC concluded that vendors should address severe accidents during the design stage. Designers can take 
full advantage of the insights gained from such input as probabilistic safety assessments, operating 
experience, severe accident research, and accident analysis by designing features 10 reduce the likelihood 
that severe accidents will occur and, in the unlikely occurrence of a severe accident, to mitigate the 
consequences of such an accident. Incorporating insights and design features during the design phase is 
much more cost effective than nndifying existing operating plants.2 

Severe M£ident Policy Statement. The Commission issued its policy statement, entitled 
"Severe Reactor Accidents Regarding Future Designs and Existing Plants," on August 8, 1985. This 
policy statement was prompted by the NRC's judgment that severe accidents, which are beyond lhe 
traditional design-basis events, constitute lhe major remaining risk to the public associated with 
radioactive releases from nuclear power plant accidents. A fundamental objective of the Commission's 
severe accident policy is to take all reasonable steps 10 reduce the chances that a severe accident 
involving substantial damage to the reactor core will occur and to mitigate the consequences of such an 
accident, should one occur. This statement describes the policy that the Commission uses to resolve 
safety issues related to reactor accidents that are more severe than design-basis accidents (DBAs). The 
statement focuses on the guidance and procedures that the Commission intends to use to certify new 
designs for nuclear power plants. Regarding the decision process for certifying a new standard plant 
design, an approach the Commission strongly encouraged for future plants, 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 jf it meets the following guidance: 

demonstration of compliance with the requirements of current Commission tegulations, including 
the TMJ requirements for new plants, as reflected in 10 CFR 50.34(f) 

demonstration of technical resolution of a1l applicable unresolved safety issues (USI) and the 
medium· and high-priority generic safety issues (GSI), including a special focus on ensuring the 
reliability of decay heat removal (DHR) systems and the reliability of both alternating current 
(ae) and direct current (de) electrical supply systems 

compl~tion of a PRA and consideration oflhe severe accidenl vulnerabilities exposed by the 
PRA, along with the insights that it may add to providing assurance of no undue risk to public 
health and safety 

completion of a staff review of the design with a conclusion of safety acceptability using an 
approach that stresses deterministic engineering analyses and judgment, complemented by PRA 
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AI the time it issued the Severe Accident Policy Statement, the Commission believed that an 
adequate basis existed to establish appropriate guidance. This belief Wag supported by the current 
operating reactor experience, ongoing severe accident research, and insights from a variel)' of risk 
analyses. The Commission recognized the need to strike a balance between accident preventiOtl and 
consequence mitigation and, in doing so, expected vendors engaged in designing new standard plants to 
achieve a higher standard of severe accident safety performance than they achieved in previous desigru;.~ 

Safety Goals Policy Statement. The Commission issued its policy statement, entitled "Safety 
Goals for me Operation ofNuclear Power Planls," on August 4, 1986. This policy statement focused on 
the rish to the public from nuclear power plant operations with the objective of establishing goals that 
broadly define an acceptable level of radiological risk thai mighl be imposed on the public as a result of 
nuclear power plant operation. These risks are associated with the release of radioactive material from 
the reactQ£ to the environment during normal operations, as well as from accidents. The Commission 
established the following two qualitative safety goals: 

(l)� Individual membe~ of the public should be provided a level of prolection from the consequences 
of nuclear power plant operation such that individuals bear no significant additional risk to life 
and health. 

(2)� Societal risks to life and health from nuclear power plant operation should be comparable to or 
less than the risks of generating electricity by viable competing technologies and should not be a 
significant addition to other societal risks. 

These goals are supported by the following two quantitative objectives that detennine 
achievement of the above safety goals: 

(I)� The risk to an average individual in the vicinity of a nuclear power plant of a prompt fatality that 
might result from reactor accidents should not exceed one-tenth of one percent (0.1 percent) of 
the sum of prompl fatality risks resulting from other accidents to which members of the U.S. 
population are generally exposed. 

(2)� The risk to the population in the area near a nuclear power plant of cancer fatalities that might 
result from nuclear power plant operation should not exceed one-tenth of one percent 
(0.1 percent) of the sum of cancer fatality risks resulting from all other causes. 

6Following the 1979 accident at the Three Mile Island (TMI) Nuclear Plant, Unit 2, it was 
recognized that 'severe accidents" (i.e., those in v.tlich substantial damage is done to the reactor core. 
regardless of ..mether serious offsite consequences occur) needed further attention. The NRC 
evaluated, generically, the capability of existing operating plants to tolerate a severe accident The NRC 
found ttlat the design-basis approach contained significant safety margins for the analyzed events. 
These margins permitted operating plants to accommodate a large spectrum of severe accidents. Based 
on this information, the Commission, in the Severe Accident Policy Statement (50 FR 32138, August 8. 
1985), concluded that existing operating plants posed no undue risk to public health and safety and that 
no basis existed for immediate action on generic rulemaking or other regulatory changes affecting these 
plants because of the risk posed by a severe accident. To address this issue for operating plants in the 
long term, \he NRC issued SECY~88-147, "Integration Plan for Closure of Severe Accident Issues," in 
May 1988_ This document identifiecllhe necessary elements for closure of severe accidents: 

performance of an individual plant examination 
assessment of generic containment performance improvements 
improved plant operations 
a severe accident research program 
an extemal events program 
an accident management program 
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This statement of the NRC safety policy expresses the Commission's vi~ on the level of risk 10 
public heallh and safety that the industry should strive for in its nuclear power planls. The Commission 
recognizes the importance of mitigating the consequences of a core melt accident and continues to 
emphasize such features as the containment, siting in less populated areas, and emergency planning as 
integral parts of the defense-in-depth concept associated with its accident prevention and mitigation 
philosophy. The Commission approves the use of the qualitative safety goals. including use of the 
quantitative health effects objectives, in the regulatory decisionmaking process 

Standardization Policy Sbtement. The Commission issued its policy statement, entitled 
"Nuclear Power Plant Standardization." on September 15, 1987. This policy statement encourages the 
use of standard plant designs and contains information concerning the certification of plant designs that 
are essentially complete in terms of scope and level of detail. The intent of these actions was to improve 
the Ii~nsing process and to reduce the complexity and uncertainty in the regulatory process for 
standardized plants. With respe<:t to severe accidents, the NRC expects applicants to address the 
guidance for new plant designs provided in the Commission's Severe Accident Policy Statement 

Use of PRA Mt'tbod§ in Nuclear Regulatory Activities Polity Statement. The Commission 
issuoo its policy statement, entitled "Use of Nuclear Probabilistic Risk Assessment Methods in Nuclear 
Regul.atory Activities," on August 16, 1995. This statement outlines the policy that the NRC will follow 
for using PRA methods in nuclear regulatory matters. The Commission established this policy so that the 
many potential applications of PRA could be implemented in a consistent and predictable manner to 
promote regulatory stability and efficiency, The Commission adopted the following policy statement 
regarding the expanded NRC use of PRA: 

The use of PRA technology should be increased in all regulatory matten; to the extent supported 
by the state-of-the-art in PRA methods and data and in a manner that complements the NRC's 
deterministic approach and supports the NRC's traditional defense-in-depth philosophy. 

PRA and associated analyses (e.g., sensitivity studies, uncertainty analyses, and importance 
measures) should be used in regulatory matters, where practical within the bounds of the state-of
the-art, to reduce UlUUX:essary conservatism associated with current regulatory requirement!;:, 
regulatory guides, license commiunents, and staff practices. Where appropriate, PRA should be 
used to support the proposal for additional regulatory requirements, in accordance with 10 CPR 
50.109 (Backfit Rule). Appropriate procedures for including PRA in the process for changing 
regulatory requirements should be developed and followed. It is, of course, understood thatlhe 
intent of this policy is that existing rules and regulations shall be complied with unless such rules 
and regulations are revised. 

PRA evaluations in support of regulatory decisions should be as realistic as practicable and 
appropriate supporting data should be publicly available for review. 

The Commission's safety goals for nuclear power plants and subsidiary numaical objectives are 
to be used with appropriate consideration of uncertainties in making regulatory judgments on the 
need for proposing and backfitting new generic requirements on nuclear power plant licensees. 

AppendiX A to Section C.II.1 of 00-1145, Page C.II.1.-3 

This page contains no comments 



This page contains no comments 
SECY-9G-016. On January I;;, 1990, the NRC staff issued SECY·90·016 which requested 

Commission approval for the staffs recommendations concerning proposed departures from current 
regulations for the evolutionary light-water reactors (LWR). The issues in SECY-90-016 were 
significant to reactor safety and fundamental to the NRC decision on tlle acceptability of evolutionary 
LWR designs. The positions in SECY-90-016 were developed as a result of the following activities: 

NRC reviews of current-generation reactor designs and evolutionary LWRs� 
consideration of operating experience, including the TMI-2 accident� 
results of PRAs of current~generationreactor designs and the evolutionary LWRs� 
early efforts conducted in support of severe accident rulemak.ing� 
research to address previously identified safety issues� 

The Commission approved some of the staff positions stated in SECY·90-016 and provided 
additional guidance regarding others in an SRM dated June 26, 1990. 

~. On April 2, 1993, the NRC staff issued SECY-93-087 which sought Commission 
approval for the staffs positions pertaining to evolutionary and passive LWR design certification policy 
issues. This paper evolved from SECY-90-016. SECY·93-087 addresses the following preventive and 
mitigative feature issues relating to the AP1000: 

Preventive: 
anticipated transient without scram (ATWS) 
mid-loop operation 
station blackout (SBD) 
fire protection 
inter-system loss·of-coolant accident (ISLDCA) 

Mitigative:� 
hydrogen control� 
core debris coolabilily� 
high-pressure core melt ejection� 
containment performance� 
dedicated containment vent penetration� 
equipment survivability� 
containment bypass potential resulting from steam generatOJ" tube ruptures� 

The Commission approved some of the staff positions stated in SECY-93-087 and provided 
additional guidance regarding others in an SRM dated July 21, 1993. 

SECY-96-128. On June 12, 1996, the NRC staff issued SECY·96·128 which sought 
Commission approval for the staff's position pertaining to the AP600 reactor design. The issues 
involving severe accidents include the follOWing: 

prevention and mitigation of severe accidents� 
extemal reactor vessel cooling (ERVC)� 

The Commission provided additional guidance concerning prevention and mitigation of severe 
accident.s and approved the staffs position concerning ERVC in an SRM dated January 15, 1997. 
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SECY-97-044. On February 18,1997, the NRC staff issued SECY-97 -044 which provided the 

Commission with additional information regarding prevention and mitigation of severe accidents. This 
paper responded to the Commission's SRM dated January 15, 1997, and provided additional information 
regarding the type of non-safely-related system that would achieve an appropriate balance between 
prevention and mitigation of severe accidents for the AP600 reactor design, which is also applicable to 
Ihe API 000 design. The Commission approved the staff's position in an SRM dated June 30, 1997. 
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Appendil: 8 

Probabilistic Risk Assessment To Support 8 Combined Liceoie Application 

Standard Format and Content 

[Note: This standardfol'mat 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 it COL application. 

The co"'e"t of the applicant's submittal should include adequate infonnation (e.g., in terms of models, 
results, and interpretation of results) to enable the NRC siaff to conclude whether the objectives 
identified in Section C.II.l.2 of this guide are met. The requisite level of detail, technical adequacy, and 
risk insights to be included in the submittal are identified in Sections C.1I.1.4, CII.! .5, and C.II.l.6 of 
this guide, respectively.] 

1.0 Introduction - General Overview 

2.0 Core Damage Evaluation (includes internal and external events) 

2.1 Methodology Overview 

2.2 Internal Events at Full-Power 

[Note: This section should provide the plant-specific PRA for internal initiating events� 
under full-power operating conditions. In so doing, this section should identify and� 
describe the internal events evaluated. If some internal events are screened out or� 
incorporated into other evaluations (e.g., grouped events), the� 
screcning/boundinglgrouping should be described in Subsection 2.2.1, below.]� 

2.2.1 Initiating Events 

2.2.2 Success Criteria 

2.2.3 Accident Sequence� 

2,2.4 Systems Analyses� 

2.2.5 Parameter Estimation 

2.2.6 Human Reliability Analysis 

2.2.7 Quantification (including results) 

2.2.8 Importance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses 
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2.3 External Events at Full·Power� 

[Note: This se<:tion should provide the planl-spocific PRA for external initiating events� 
under full-power operating conditions. In so doing, this section should identify and� 
describe the external events evaluated. If some external events are screened out or� 
incorporated inlo other evaluations, this section should describe the screeninglbounding.]� 

2.3.1 Internal Floods� 

2.3.1.1 Methodology and Approach� 

2.3.1.2 Flood ldentificalion� 

2.3.1.3 Flood Evaluation� 

2.3.1.4 Quantification (including resuUs)� 

2.3.1.5 Importance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses� 

2.3.2 Internal Fires� 

2.3.2.1 Methodology and Approach� 

2.3.2.2 Screening Analysis� 

2.3.2.3 Fire Initiation� 

2.3.2.4 Fire Damage� 

2.3.2.5 Plant Respo~ Analysis and Quantification� 

2.3.2.6 Quantification (including n:sulls)� 

2.3.2.7 Importance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty AnaLyses� 

2.3.3 Seismic Events� 

2.3.3.1 Methodology and Approach� 

2.3.3.2 Screening and Bounding Analysis� 

2.3.3.3 Hazard Analysis� 

2.3.3.4 Fragility Analysis� 

2.3.3.5 Accident Sequence and System Model Modification� 

2.3.3.6 Quantification (including results)� 

2.3.3.7 Importance. Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses� 

[Note: Other external events that are evaluated should be provided in subsections thai� 
follow the same format and content of information as above.]� 
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2.4� Events During Other Modes of Operation� 

[Note: This section should provide the plant-specific PRA for modes of operation other 
than full-power (including shutdown). This section should identify and describe the 
other (non-full-power) modes of operalion evaluated. ]f the evaluation of some modes is 
incorporated into (or bounded by) the evaluations of other modes. this section should 
describe the groupinglbounding.] 

2.4.1� Shutdown Events� 

2A.l.l lnitiatingEvenls� 

2.4.1.2 Success Criteria� 

2.4.1.3 Accident Sequence� 

2.4.1.4 Systems Analyses� 

2.4.1.5 Parameter Estimation� 

2.4.1.6 Human Reliability Analysis� 

2.4.1.7 Quantification (including results)� 

2.4.1.8 Importance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses� 

(Note: Other modes of operation (other than full~power) that are evaluated should be� 
provided in subsections that follow the same format and content of information as� 
above.]� 

2.5� Conclusions and Insights Related to Core Damage Evaluation� 

2.5.1� Significant Accident Sequences� 

2.5.2� Integrated Insighls from the Imporlance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses� 

2.5.3� Significant Design Features and Operator Actions� 

[Note: Include a discussion of features ~hat contribute significantly to the� 
reduced risk. by initiating event category, as compared to operating plant� 
designs, ifapplicable.J� 

3.0 Containment Perforlll*Qte & Radionudide Release Assessment� 
3.1� Severe Accident Treatment� 

3.1.1� Treatment of Physical Processes/Phenomena (including evaluations in� 
accordance with SECY-93~087)
 

3.1.2 Severe Accident Analysis Methods/Models� 

3.].3 Severe Accident Progression for Significant Core Damage Sequences� 

3.2� Containment Event Tree Analysis� 

3.2.1� Interface with Core Damage Evaluation� 

3.2.2� Containment Event Tree Top Events and Success Criteria� 

3.2.3� Release Category Defmilions� 

Appendix B to Section C.J1.1 of DG-1145, Page C.II.1.B-3 



·.� 

This page contains no comments 
3.3� Containment Ultimate Pressure Capacity and Conditional Containment Failure� 

Probability� 

3.4� Quantification of Release Frequency and Source Terms� 

3.5� Importance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses� 

3.6� Interpretation of Results and Insights (including comparisons with goals)� 

3.7� Conclusions and Insights Related to Contairunent Performance Assessment� 

4.0� Offsite CODsequence Evaluatiod� 
[Note: applicable if such information is included in applicanfs PRAj� 

4.1� Methodology Overview� 

4.2 Interface with Containment Perfonnance Assessment� 

4,3 Evaluation of Fission Product Source Terms� 

4.4� Dose Consequence Modeling� 

4.5� Quantification and Rco;ults� 

4.6� Importance, Sensitivity, and Uncertainty Analyses� 

4.7� Conclusions and Insights Related 10 Offsite Consequences Evaluation� 

5.0� Use of PRA in the Design Prote55� 
[Note: Address how the PRA was used in the design process to achieve the following objectives.� 
(and provide examples): (l) identiry wlnerabilities in operating reaclor designs and introduce� 
features and requirements 10 reduce or eliminate those vulnerabilities; and (2) quantify the effect� 
of new design features and operational s.trategies on plant risk.]� 

6.0� PRA Conclusions� 
[Note: Address how the purpose and oO~tives are met.]� 

6.1� CDF, LRF, and Offsite Dose from Internal, External, and Low·Power/Shutdown Events� 

6.2� Important Features for Reducing Risk� 

6.3� PRA input to Regulatory Processes and Programs (e,g" RAP, RTNSS, Tier l, COL� 
action items, man-machine-interface, Eaps, SAMG)� 

7.0 PRA Maintenance ProgramlProcess� 
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C.IV.IO. Regulatory Treatment of Non-Safety Systems 

COL applicants that do not reference a certified design and are proposing a design that includes 
passive safety systems should define the active systems relied upon for defense-in-depth and necessary to 
meet passive advanced light water reactor (ALWR) plant safety and investment protection goals. This 
process is referred to as regulatory treatment of non-safety systems (RTNSS). The background and the 
implementation of the RTNSS process is provided below. The RTNSS process is considered for advance 
reactor designs on a case-by-case basis. 

For COL applicants that reference a certified design, the certification will have addressed the 
implementation of the RTNSS process. 

This infonnation is based on NUREG-1793, Volume 3, "Final Safety Evaluation Report Related 
to Certification of the AP I000 Standard Plant Design," issued in September 2004. 

C.IV.IO.I BacAgrrJund 

The ALWR Utility Requirements Document (URD) for passive plants, issued by the Electric 
Power Research Institute (EPRI), includes standards related to the design and operation of active, non~ 

safety-related systems. The URD recommends that the plant designer specifically define the active 
systems relied upon for defense-in-depth and necessary to meet passive ALWR plant safety and 
invest~nt protection Soals. Defense-in-depth systems provide long-term, post-accident plant 

"p.h""". ........- "' ....� _ ~ MrU-..,..,... ...... 
.-.&....... These active systems are the first lme of defense in reducing challenges to the 
passive systems in the event of transients or plant upsets 

In existing plants, as well as in the evolutionary ALWR designs, many of these active systems 
are designated as safety related. However, by virtue of their designation in the passive plant design as 
Don-safety related, credit is generally not taken for the active systems in the licensing design-basis 
accident analyses that are described in Chapter 15 of the generic design control document for the 
certified designs (except in certain cases where operation of a non~safety-related system could ~ an 
accident worse). In SECY-90-406, "Quarterly Report on Emerging Technical Concerns," dated 
December 17, 1990, the staff listed the role of these active systems in passive plant designs as an 
emerging technical issue. :in SECY-93-087, "Policy, Technical, and Licensing Issues Pertaining to 
Evolutionary and Advancod Light~Water Reactor Designs," dated April 2, 1993, the staff discussed the 
issue ofRTNSS and stated that it would propose a process for resolution oftlUs issue in a separate 
Conunission paper. The staff subsequently issued SECY-94.084, "Policy and Technical Issues 
Associated with the Regulalory Treatment of Non·Safety Systems in Passive Plant Designs," dated 
March 28, 1994, which discusses that process. SECY-95-132, "Policy and Technical Issues Associated 
with the Regulatory Treatment ofNon-Safety Systems in Passive Plant Designs (SECY~94-O84)," dated 
May 22, 1995, was essentially a revised version of SECY-94-084 issued to respond to Commission 
comments on that paper and 10 request Commission approval of certain revised positions. However, the 
staffs position on RTNSS as discussed in SECY-94-084 was approved by the Commission (staff 
requirements memorandum (SRM) dated June 30, 1994), and was uncha~d in SECY~95-132. 
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small during normal plant operation. The design cer1ification applicant also addressed uncertainties -=------------------------------
associated with the passive system reliability, as well as thermal-hydraulic uncertainties, by virtue of the 
design certification test programs. The NRC has also performed oonflITflatoty integral systems testing 
and analyses ovec a broad range of conditions to help determine Ihe thermal-hydraulic "boundaries" 
within which the plant responds in an acceptable manner for both design-basis events and accidents 
beyond the licensing design basis. These activities have reduced, but not eliminated, the thermal-
hydraulic uncertainties associaled with passive system performance. 

The residual uncertainties associated with passive safety system performance increase the 
importance of active systems in providing defense-in-depth functions to back up the passive systems. 
Recognizing lhis. the NRC and EPRI developed a process to identify importanl active systems and 10 
maintain appropriate regulatory oversight of those systems. This process does nol require thai the active 
systems brought under regulatory oversight meet all safety-related criteria, but rather that these controls 
provide a high level of confidence that active systems having a significant safety role are available when 
they are challenged. 

The ALWR URD specifies standards concerning design and performance of active systems and 
equipment that perfonn non-safely-related, defense-in-depth functions. These standards include radiation 
shielding to permit access after an accident, redundancy for the more probable single active failures, 
availability of non-safety-relaled electric power, and protection against more probable hazards. The 
standards also address realistic safety margin analysis and testing 10 demonstrate the systems' 
capabilities to satisfy their non-safety-related, defense-in-depth functions. However, the ALWR URD 
does not include specific quantitative standards for the reliability of these systems. 

SECY-94-084 and SECY-95-132 describe the scope, criteria, and process used to determine 
regulatory treatment of non-safety systems in the passive plant designs 

Tke following five key elements make up the process: 

(1)� The ALWR URD describes the process to be used by the designer to specify tile 
reliability/availability (RIA) missions of risk-significant structures, systems, and components 
(SSCs) needed to meet regulatory requirements and to allow comparisons of these missions to 
NRC safety goals. An RIA mission is the set ofrequirements related to the performance, 
reliability, and availability of an SSC function that adequately ensures the accomplislunent of its 
task, as defined by the focused probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) or deterministic analysis 

(2)� The designer applies the process to lhe design to establish RIA missions for the risk-significant 
SSCs. 

(3)� If active systems are determined to be risk-significant, the NRC reviews the RIA missions to 
determine if they are adequate and ~h.e~her the operational reliability assurance process or simple 
technical specifications (TSs) and limihng conditions for operation can provide reasonable 
assurance that the missions can be met during operation. 
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(4)� If active systems are relied upon to meet the RiA missions, [he designer imposes design 
requirements commensurate with the risk significance of those elements involved 

(5)� The design certification rule does not expliciUy stale the RIA missions for risk-significant SSCs. 
Instead, the rule includes deterministic requiremenls for both safety·related and non-safety
related design features. 

The following two sections discuss the steps of the RTNSS process to address t 
elements described above. 

C.IV.tO.2 Sc()P~ and Crit~ria for th~ RTNSS Process 

The RTNSS process applies broadly to those non-s -related SSCs that p~form risk-
significant functions, and therefore, are candidates for awry oversight. The RTNSS process uses 
the following five criteria to determine those sse ctions: 

(1) 

(2) 

SSC functions relied upon to me nninistic NRC performance requirements such as Part 
50.62 ofTilie 10 of the C Federal Regulations (10 CFR 50.62) for mitigating anticipated 
transients without sera TWS) and 10 CFR 50.63 for station blackout (SBO) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5)� SSC functions relied upon to prevent significant adverse systems interactions 

This issue was discussed in dead in SECY-93"'()87. Thill cmerion for assessing containment performlll1Ce is the degrtt 
to whICh the design compon~ with the Comm~liou's probab~iSlic containment performance goal of0.1 conditional 
containlrumt failure probability (CCFP) when no credit is provided for the performance of the non-safety-related. 
defense_in-depth systems for which tMte ..... iU be no regulatory oversight. The CCFP is a containment perfortnal\CC 
measure that provides pen.per:tive~ on the <leg:re< to which the design has achieved a balance between core damage 
prevention and CQre damage mitigation 
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C.IV.IO.l Spedfie Steps in the RTNSS p~~s 
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inclusion of severe accident phenomena, including explicit treatment of containment bypass. In Subject: Note 
mean values are usoolO determine the availability of passive systems and the frequencies of core damage Date: 11/19/200611:20:40 AM 
and large releases. The process estimates the magnitude of potential variations in these parameters and (WJncluding mooel uncertainties? How? Similar to the NUREG-1150 treatment? 

identifies significant contributors to the:ie variations using appropriate uncertainty and sensitivity Author: aposlolakis 
anal}'$es. Finally. the RTNSS process calls for an adverse systems interaction study to be performed and Sub)eet Note 
its results to be considered in the PRA Dale: 1111912006 11:20:43 AM 

l~hY limit It to margins? 
C.IV.IO.3.2 Search for Adverse SystrOlllllRuctions 

The RTNSS process includes systematic evaluation of adverse interactions between the ~tive ~~~~:a;~~~~~iS 
and passive systems. The r.eSUlts of this analysis are used " ..~.. 10 •.. Date: 11/1912006 11 :22:58 AMini.'.iate design improvem.'" ..""."'.ttU2eadverse systems interactions and are considered in developmg PRA models, as noted above. T 

~==------------------C.IV.I0.3.3 Focust'd PRA ~~~~~:a;~:~1& 
ThefocusedPRAlsasensitivitystudy,~ch""'."""~""'_"'" Daie:11f19/200611:26:15AM 

~~.-,_""~""""approved Tby theComnus51On i.n SECY·94·084 (see 
Ceiteraon 3 Ln Section C.IV.IO.2 of this gUide). The focused PRA results are used If\ several ways to "'A''''tho;::'"'••;::'0:::':::10';;;"':::;'-------------------------
de1e:rmine the RIA missions of non-safely-related, risk-significant SSCs. Subject Highlight 

First, the focused PRA mainlains the!iame scope of initiating events and their frequencies as Date: 1111912006 11:26:35 AM 
identified in the baseline PRA As a result, non-safety-related SSCs used to prevent the occurrence of T 
initiating events will be subject to regulatory oversight commensurate with their RIA missions. 

Second, following an initiating event, the event tree logic of the comprehensive, Level-3 focused 
PRA will not include the effects of non-safety-related standby SSC!i. At a minimum. these event trees 
will not include the defense-in--depth functions and their support, such a!i OTlSite ac power. This will 
allow the COL applicant to determine if the passive safety systems, when challenged. can provide 
sufficient capability (without non-safety·related backup) to meet the NRC safety goal guidelines for a 
COF of IxlO'each reactor year and an LRF of IxlO'each reactor year. The applicant will also eva ate 
the containment performance, including bypass. during a severe accident. If the applicant determi !i 
that non-safety-related SSCs must be added to Ihe focused PRA model to mec1 the !iafety goats, t e 
SSCs will be subject to regulatory oversight based on their risk significance. 
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C.JV.IO.3.4 Selection of Important NOD-Safety·Related Systems 

The RTNSS process includes the identification ofany combination of non-safety-related SSCs 
that are necessary to meet NRC regulations. safety goat guidelines, and the containment performance 
goalobjectiws. These combinations are based on criteria 1 and 5 in Section C.IV.1O.2 or this guide, for 
which NRC regulations are the bases for consideration, and criteria 3 and 4 in Section C.IV.IO.2 of Ibis 
guide, for which PRA methods are the bases for consideration. To address the long.term safety issue in 
critErion 2 of Section C.IV.] 0.2 orlhis guide, the applicant should use PRA insights, sensitivity studies, 
and deterministic methods to establish the ability of the design 10 maintain core cooling and containment 
integrity beyond 72 hours. 'Son-safely-related sses required to meet deterministic regulatory 
requirements (criterion 1), resolve the long-term safety and seismic issues (criterion 2), and prevent 
significant adverse systems interactions (criterion 5) are subject to regulatory oversight. 

The SlalT expects regulatory oversight for all non-saFety-related SSCs needed to meet NRC 
requirements, safety goal guidelines, and conlainment performance goals, as identified in the focused 
PRA model. Using the focused PRA to determine the non-safety·related SSCs important to risk involves 
the following three steps: 

(1)� Determine those non-safety-related SSCs needed to mainlain the initiating event frequencies at 
the comprehensive baseline PRA levels. 

(2)� Add the necessary success paths (an event sequence in the PRA event tree which results in no 
core damage) with non-safety-related systems and functions to the focused PRA to meet safety 
goal guidelines, containment performance goal objectives, and NRC regulations. Choose the 
systems by considering the factors fOr optimizing the design effects and benefits. 

(3)� Perform PRA importance studies to assist in determining the importance of these sses. 

C.lV.10.3.S Non-S!fety-Related System ReliabtlltylAVllllabllity Mlnl"ln 

Upon completion of the selection steps described in the previous section of this guide, the 
applicant should determine and documents the functional RIA missions of those active systems needed to 
meet safety goal guidelines, containment performance goals, and NRC performance requirements. The 
applicant should also propose regulatory oversights as discussed in Section C.N.t 0.3.6 of this guide. 
The applicant should repeat the steps described in Sections C.IVIO.3.4, C.Iv'lO.3.S. and C.IV.IO.3.6 of 
this guide to ensure that it selects the most appropriate active systems and associated RiA missions. 

As part of this process, the applicant should establish graded safety classifications and graded 
requirements based on the importance to safety of their functional RIA missions. 
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C.IV.I0.3.6 Regulatory Qverslght Evaluation 

Upon completing the sleps detailed in the previous five sections, the COL applicant should 
conduct the following activities to dClermine the means of appropriate regulatory oversight for the 
RTNSS~important non-safety systems; 

Review the final safety analysis report (FSAR), the PRA. and audit plant performance� 
calculations to determine whether the design of the risk·significant, non·safety-related SSCs� 
satisfies the performance capabilities and RIA missions.� 

Review the FSAR information to determine whether it includes the proper design information for� 
the reliability assurance program. including the design information for implementing the� 
maintenance rule.� 

Review the FSAR information to determine whether it includes proper short-term availability� 
control mechanisms if required for safety and determined by risk significance.� 

C.IV.IO.4 Other Issues Related to RTNSS Resolution 

SECY·94·084 discussed several other issues related to overall passive planl performance or the 
performance of specific passive safety systems. The COL applicant not referencing a certified design 
should address these issues as applicable. 
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II David Fischer - DRAFT MINU~rES OF 11-30-06 SUBCQ"rv1MITTEE MEETING ON DG~f145 

From: David Fischer 
To: ACRS Members 
Date: 01/22/2007 5:05:09 PM 
Subject: DRAFT MINUTES OF 11-30-06 SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING ON DG-1145 

Attached for your information is a working copy of the minutes of the November 30, 2006, Future Plant 
Designs Subcommittee meeting to discuss DG-1145, the COL Application Guidelines. The original hard 
copy of the minutes has been sent to Dr. Kress for his review/certification. If you have any comments on 
these minutes please forward them to me and Tom. Thank you, 
Dave 

cc: Cayetano Santos 



UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITIEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 • 0001 

January 22, 2007 

MEMORANDUM TO: Thomas Kress, Chairman 
Future Plant Designs Subcommittee 

FROM: David C. Fischer, Senior Staff Engineer q aDL .~~ ~~ 
Technical Support Staff 
ACRSIACNW 

SUBJECT: WORKING COPY OF THE MINUTES OF THE ACRS FUTURE PLANT 
DESIGNS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING ON DG-1145, "COMBINED 
LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS" 
NOVEMBER 30, 2006, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

A working copy of the minutes of the subject meeting is attached for your review. 

Please review and comment on them at your earliest convenience. If you are satisfied with 

these minutes please sign, date and return the attached certification letter. 

Attachment:� Certification Letter 
Minutes (Working Draft) 

cc wlo Attachment: 
F. Gillespie 
C. Santos 
S. Duraiswamy 



UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITIEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� Working Draft 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 • 0001 

Issued: January 22, 2007 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
FUTURE PLANT DESIGNS SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES� 

NOVEMBER 30, 2006� 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND� 

INTRODUCTION 

The ACRS Subcommittee on Future Plant Designs met on November 30, 2006, at 11545 
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland, in Room T-2B3. The purpose of this meeting was to hear 
presentations by and hold discussions with representatives of the NRC staff, Nuclear Energy 
Institute (I\IEI) and other meeting participants regarding DG-1145, "Combined License 
Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)." The Subcommittee gathered 
information, analyzed relevant issues and facts, and formulated proposed positions and actions, 
as appropriate, for deliberation by the full Committee. The entire meeting was open to public 
attendance. Mr. David C. Fischer was the cognizant staff engineer and the Designated Federal 
Official for this meeting. The Subcommittee received no written comments, or requests for time 
to make oral statements from any members of the public regarding this meeting. The meeting 
was convened at 8:30 am and adjourned at 3:36 pm. 

ATTENDEES 

ACRS 

Thomas S. Kress, Chairman Michael Corradini, Member 
Said Abdel-Khalik, Member (via teleconference) William J. Shack, Member 
J. Sam Armijo, Member John D. Sieber, Member 
Mario V. Bonaca, Member Graham B. Wallis, Member 
David C. Fischer, ACRS Staff 

David Matthews, NRRlDNRL Stephen Tingen, NRR 
Eric Oesterle, NRRlDNRL Jerry Wilson, NRRlDNRL 
Joe Colaccino, NRRlDRA Mark Rubin, NRRlDRA 
Donnie Harrison, NRRlDRA Bob Palla, NRRlDRA 
Nick Saltos, NRRlDRA Bruce Musico, NSIRIDPR 
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ATIENDEES (CONT'D) 

OTHERS 

Leslie Kass, NEI Jerry Mauck, South Texas Project 
Andrea Sterdis, Westinghouse Eddie R. Grant, NuStartlEXCEL Services 
Meghan Goldman, DOE Joe Mihalcik, UniStar Nuclear/Constellation 
Martha Shields, DOE Ryusi Iwasaki, Toshiba 

A complete list of attendees is in the ACRS Office file and will be made available upon request. 
The presentation slides and handouts used during the meeting are attached to the Office Copy 
of these minutes. 

OPENING REMARKS BY THE SUBCOMMlrrEE CHAIRMAN 

Dr. Thomas S. Kress, Chairman of the Future Plant Designs Subcommittee, stated that the 
purpose of this meeting was to summarize and discuss the technical content of Draft 
Regulatory Guide OG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR 
Edition)," discuss the public comments that the staff received on OG-1145, and summarize how 
the staff plans on resolving the public comments. He explained that because of the 
document's formidable size, the committee assigned different chapters to individual members 
that may have some knowledge of that particular area. He said that individual member 
comments were developed, provided to the staff, and would be discussed during the OG-1145 
overview portion of the meeting. 

STAFF PRESENTATIONS 

Mr. David Matthews, Director of NRO's Division of New Reactor Licensing provided the staff 
introductory comments. He said that OG-1145 development effort is being done in parallel with, 
and is meant to be consistent with, the proposed revisions to Part 52, currently being 
considered by the Commission. He said that these efforts needed to be completed in a timely 
manner in order to support the 13 COL applications expected in the beginning of fiscal year 
2008, and a total of 20 possible COL applications by the end of fiscal year 2008. Mr. Matthews 
said that OG-1145 was developed with a high level of external stakeholder participation (e.g., 
numerous public workshops). He said that OG-1145 was developed to support the staff's 
expectation that COL applications will be of a high-quality and will be complete. He also said 
that OG-1145 is formatted in such a way to facilitate applications being prepared under all of 
the options that are outlined in 10 CFR Part 52 (e.g., a COL application supported by a design 
certification, a COL application supported by an early site permit, both or neither. The 
development of OG-1145 was an intensive, expedited, and committed effort on the part of the 
staff and management with a high level of Commission interest. Mr. Matthews said that the 
staff is looking to have OG-1145 out within a couple of weeks of publishing the revised Part 52. 
Mr. Matthews then suggested that the subcommittee not get a presentation on the regulatory 
treatment of non-safety systems (RTNSS). Mr. Colaccino (NRO) said that the guidance in 
OG-1145 on RTNSS was taken directly from Chapter 22 of the AP1000 design certification 
safety evaluation (NUREG-1793), which the Committee has already reviewed. He said that 
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this guidance is not new and is consistent with SECY-94-084 and SECY-95-132 and their 
associated SRMs. He said that while there are no RTNSS requirements in the revised version 
of Part 52 currently before the Commission, the concept of RTNSS is not going away (referring 
to a recent meeting on RTNSS associated with the staff's ESBWR design certification review). 
Dr. Bonaca and Dr. Shack said that the guidance on RTNSS should be retained in DG-1145 
since the concept of RTNSS is not going away. 

DG-1145 Overview 

Mr. Oesterle (NRRlDNRL), the lead project manager for the development of DG-1145, provided 
an overview and status of DG-1145. He said there won't be presentations on each and every 
section of DG-1145, as that would take too long. Rather, he said that time had been reserved 
time at the end of his overview presentation for the Subcommittee to ask questions on specific 
sections of DG-1145. To support that Q&A session, he said that many of the staff members 
who were involved in development of DG-1145 are here to respond to questions. Mr. Oesterle 
noted that the draft DG-1145 which the Subcommittee reviewed was based on the proposed 
Part 52 rule that was issued in March of 2006. He acknowledged that changes to DG-1145 will 
need to be made to make it comport with the final rule that is ultimately approved by the 
Commission. Dr. Wallis expressed concern that more time was not allotted on the agenda for 
the Subcommittee to dialogue with the staff. 

For several years prior to the development of DG-1145, the staff was engaged with the industry 
and NEI in their effort to develop guidance for COL Applications (NEI 04-01). Revision E of 
NEI 04-01 contains much useful guidance for COL applicants that reference both an ESP and a 
certified design, specifically the AP1 000 design. With the passage of Energy Policy Act of 2005 
and the resulting potential increase in the number of COL applicants, the staff recognized the 
need for broader guidance to cover any COL application scenario permitted by Part 52. While 
the staff did not anticipate receiving a COL application for a custom (non-certified) plant design, 
the staff provided guidance for this scenario because it could also be used by an applicant for a 
certified design and because it provides insights to COL applicants referencing a certified 
design. 

Mr. Oesterle said that the development of DG-1145 began in earnest in January 2006. He said 
to develop DG-1145, the staff started with Reg Guide 1.70, Standard Format and Content of 
Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition). So, DG-1145 also applies to 
light water reactors and does not provide guidance on gas-cooled reactors or other non-LWR 
type reactors. The various sections of RG 1.70 were updated or revised based on information 
from the 1996 draft of the SRP, guidance contained in draft NEI 04-01, experience from NRC 
certification of standard designs, experience from NRC reviews of ESP applications, and 
numerous SECY papers and associated SRMs related to new reactor licensing. Then these 
revised sections were provided to staff technical reviewers to update, refine, and include any 
additional applicable technical guidance. Draft work-in-progress sections of DG-1145 were 
plased on the NRC's public website. Monthly public workshops were held between March and 
September 2006. Public comments and feedback were solicited during these workshops and 
over 500 comments were received and dispositioned (see Appendix I to DG-1145). Drafts of all 
section of DG-1145 were on the NRC's public website by June 30,2006. DG-1145 was 
published in the Federal Register (71 FR 52826) on September 7,2006, for a formal 45-day 
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public comment period. The pUblic comment period ended on October 23, 2006. 

Section C of OG-1145 outlines the appropriate content of COL applications. Section C.I is 
intended to provided guidance to a COL applicant that references neither a design certification 
nor an ESP. This section is consistent with the requirements in proposed Part 52.79, Contents 
of applications; technical information in final safety analysis report. That is, it is structured like 
the chapters of a licensee's Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) and the staff's SER. Section 
C.II was developed to be consistent with the requirements in proposed Part 52.80, Contents of 
applications; additional technical information. Section C.1I1 was developed to provide guidance 
to COL applicants referencing a certified design and an early site permit and to provide 
guidance associated with topics unique to that scenario. Section C.IV provides guidance on 
miscellaneous topics associated with COL applications and new reactor licensing (e.g., limited 
work authorizations, RTNSS). Or. Armijo asked what additional information needed to be 
submitted by a COL applicant that referenced both an ESP and a design certification. Messrs. 
Oesterle and Matthews explained that such an applicant would need to address and resolve 
COL Action items; any design acceptance criteria (OAC); Inspection, Tests, Analyses, and 
Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC); and site specific features, such as security and the ultimate heat 
sink. 

Mr. Oesterle described the format and structure of OG-1145. Section C provides the guidance 
on the content of COL applications. Part C.I provides guidance for a COL applicant that 
references neither a CO nor an ESP (consistent with proposed 10 CFR Part 52.79). This Part 
is further subdivided, by chapters and similar to the way a Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) 
is organized. However, a new introductory subsection and a new subsection on probabilistic 
risk assessment were added. Part C.II provides additional technical guidance (consistent with 
proposed 10 CFR Part 52.80). Part CII is further subdivided to address PRA; Inspection, Tests, 
Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC); and Environmental Report. Mr. Oesterle explained 
that this section will need to be revised to reflect the fact that the latest Part 52 rule (currently 
before the Commission) no longer requires the submittal of a PRA. Part CIII provides guidance 
for a COL applicant that references just a CO as well as those that reference both a CO and an 
ESP. This section also provides guidance related to ITAAC, design acceptance criteria (OAC), 
and COL Action Items. Part CIV provides guidance on miscellaneous topics associated with a 
COL application [e.g., operational programs, limited work authorizations, generic issues, 
regulatory treatment of non-safety systems (RTNSS)]. Mr. Oesterle said that the information 
needed to get a COL will generally consist of information provided for the CO, information 
provided to get an ESP, and remaining information (e.g., plant-specific design information, 
information on operational programs). 

Mr. Oesterle also provided a brief status of the development of OG-1145. He said the public 
comment period closed on October 23, 2006, and that approximately 700 individual comments 
were received. The staff is currently working to resolve the public comments. He emphasized 
that OG-1145 will be revised to comport with the final revision to 10 CFR Part 52 as approved 
by the Commission. Mr. Oesterle said that there was a process in place to ensure consistency 
between OG-1145 and the proposed Regulatory Guide and SRP Section updates. The staff 
plans to publish OG-1145 (as Regulatory Guide 1.206) after incorporation of public comments 
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and after final issuance of the Part 52 rule. The staff is considering additional public forums to 
update external stakeholders on Regulatory Guide 1.206 prior to publication. 

Mr. Oesterle also provided a brief status of the development of DG-1145. He said the public 
comment period closed on October 23, 2006, and that approximately 700 individual comments 
were received. The staff is currently working to resolve the public comments. He emphasized 
that DG-1145 will be revised to comport with the final revision to 10 CFR Part 52 as approved 
by the Commission. Mr. Oesterle said that there was a process in place to ensure consistency 
between DG-1145 and the proposed Regulatory Guide and SRP Section updates. The staff 
plans to publish DG-1145 (as Regulatory Guide 1.206) after incorporation of public comments 
and after issuance of the final Part 52 rule. The staff is considering additional public forums to 
update external stakeholders on Regulatory Guide 1.206 prior to publication, such as use of the 
NRCs public website to post completed sections of RG 1.206, and additional public meetings 
(perhaps in the mid- to late January time frame) to share status and progress on RG 1.206 
efforts. 

Mr. Oesterle showed a time line depicted the development of DG-1145 in relation to issuance of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, revision to Part 52, revisions to RGs and SRP Sections, and 
anticipated receipt of COL applications. Dr. Wallis expressed concern that DG-1145 needs to 
be technically complete and accurate and not just be a process document. Mr. Matthews 
explained that DG-1145 is merely a roadmap for COL applicant to guide them in terms of what 
information should be included in their application. He said that DG-1145 imposes no new 
requirements and also said it will be revised to be consistent with the final (not the proposed or 
proposed final) Part 52 rule approved by the Commission. DG-1145 identifies the information 
required to accept a COL application. By insuring that applications contain all of the information 
the staff believes it needs to complete it review it should minimize the need for requests for 
additional information (RAls). Then the COL application will be reviewed against the 
regulations, other RGs, and SRP Sections. 

ACRS Member Comments on DG-1145 

Dr. Kress asked the ACRS members in attendance to ask the staff any questions or comments 
they might have on DG-1145, particularly on any chapter to which they were assigned to 
review. Dr. Shack noted that the regulatory guide on BWR water chemistry, RG 1.56, is 
obsolete and should be replaced. Mr. Koenick said that the related SRP section was being 
revised to reference the EPRI water chemistry guidelines. Dr. Shack also noted that DG-1145 
had a good discussion on leak-before-break, but questioned why there wasn't a separate 
regulatory guide on the issue. Mr. Chan of the NRC staff said that work had begun several 
years ago on the development of a regulatory guide on leak-before-break, but that they decided 
to put that regulatory guide in abeyance because of concerns related to primary water stress 
corrosion cracking (the staff wanted to rethink its position which required two mitigative 
methods to address PWSCC in light of active degradation in piping that might be a candidates 
for leak-before-break). Dr. Shack also noted that there considerable variability in the level of 
detail from chapter to chapter in DG-1145 (e.g., section on feedwater piping which recommends 
that cast stainless steel be volumetrically inspect able as compared to the section on Class 1 
piping which simply references the Code). Mr. Colaccino said that before the staff finalizes DG
1145 they would try to rectify these inconsistencies. 
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Dr. Armijo suggested that materials degradation issues (materials and environment) be 
addressed together in one section of DG-1145 as opposed to being spread out in the various 
system-related sections of DG-1145. Mr. Oesterle suggested that it may be more appropriate 
to have a separate RG on materials degradation issues. 

Mr. Sieber said that he thought there should be more description in DG-1145 of what the 
licensee proposed to do as far as reactor coolant system (RCS) pipe and component hangers, 
snubbers, and supports. He also expected to see more in DG-1145 on the applicants fatigue 
analysis and a description off the design limitations for hydrostatic testing of the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary. Mr. Seiber also suggested that reviewers might also need additional 
information on RCS weld material, geometry, etc., particularly for ferirtic-to-austenitic welds 
where buttering is used. Mr. Oesterle noted that some of the details that Mr. Sieber was 
looking for may be verified during the construction phase by ITAAC or by engineering design 
verification efforts or by first-of-a-kind engineering inspections. 

Dr Corradini said that he checked chapter 6 against the contents of an old FSAR and found the 
level of detail of the information requested to be very detailed and consistent with the 
Kewaunee. He said he also agreed with NEI's editorial comments. Dr. Wallis noted that DG
1145 asked applicants to analyze the effects of small particles that penetrate the sump screen 
but expressed scepticism over an applicant's ability to do such an analysis as well as the staff's 
ability to evaluate it. Dr. Wallis said that subject of fan coolers draining and refilling following an 
accident, and the resultant potential for water hammer effects, should be addressed in 
DG-1145. Subcommittee members discussed the difference between primary and secondary 
leakage rates. 

Dr. Abdel-Khalik said that the chapter on digital instrumentation and control (I&C) systems asks 
applicants to statistically validate computer system functional requirements. Specifically, "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." He asked the staff why 95%. Mr. Li, from NRR's 
Instrumentation and Control Branch, said that industry also question why the staff specified a 
specific confidence level, said that the guidance was going to be revised to delete the specific 
value and, rather, ask for documentation to demonstrate compliance with the ITAAC 
requirement. Mr. Sieber noted that the I&C section does not provide sufficient information to 
understand the staff's guidance that there be "independence of protection systems from control 
systems" and that digitall&C systems have "redundancy, diversity and defense in depth." He 
questioned whether additional regulation was needed in this area and whether additional 
regulation would constitute a backfit. Dr. Wallis agreed with Mr. Sieber that the words in the 
I&C section were vague. Dr. Wallis also thought the I&C section should address cyber-security. 
Mr. Li indicated that the staff is working with industry to revise Regulatory Guide 1.152 to 
provide additional guidance on cyber-security. 

With regard to the Electrical Power chapter of DG-1145, Mr. Sieber said he thought it might by 
unreasonable or impractical for system operators to perform real-time analysis regarding grid 
stability. He also questioned the meaningfulness of the supposedly worst case analysis the 
applicant would need to submit to describe the means for doing the real-time analysis. He did 
think it was good to promote a relationship between the licensee and the system operator. 
Mr. Sieber also said that the staff, in its review, should pay attention to the power supplies to 
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microprocessor control devices ( e.g., timers, relays) because they are sensitive to DC power 
surges which can result in equipment failures (e.g., diesel generator load sequencers, 
breakers). Dr. Wallis also said the Electrical Power section was well done because it was 
technology-neutral, applicable to any reactor type. 

Dr. Kress indicated that comments of ACRS members, not present at today's Subcommittee 
meeting, would be provided to the staff. 

Dr. Abdel-Khalik expressed concern that there needed to be more consistency or cross
correlation between the Steam and Power Conversion System chapter and the other chapters 
of DG-1145 (e.g., BWR water chemistry in Chapter 3 and PWR water chemistry in Chapter 10). 
Mr. Koenick said that the staff would try to address this in its conformancy and consistency 
check. 

Dr. Bonaca said that the Human Factors Engineering Chapter was excellent. He said the 
industry comments on the chapter were good and that the staff was working to bring industry's 
issues to closure. 

Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) 

Mr. Harrison described the guidance contained in DG-1145 related to PRA and severe accident 
evaluations. He said that the proposed10 CFR 52 rulemaking included a requirement for COL 
applicants to submit a plant-specific PRA to the NRC for review. After completion of DG-1145, 
the NRC position changed to accept the industry comment to delete this requirement. Rather, 
final 10 CFR Part 52 now requires that the PRA be maintained available for staff inspection at 
the applicant's office. Dr. Wallis questioned why, if it is available, doesn't the staff just ask 
applicants to send in their PRA with the COL application? He expressed his opinion several 
times during the meeting that the PRA should be made available to the public. Mr. Rubin 
explained that late in the concurrence process, there was a decision by senior management to 
remove the requirement that the PRA be submitted as part of a design certification or COL 
application. The requirement to submit the PRA was deleted throughout Part 52, including the 
existing requirement for design certification applicants to submit a design-specific PRA. Mr. 
Harrison said that DG-1145 will need to be revised to reflect the change in the NRC position 
Le., to conform to the final rule. Specifically, he said that the majority of the guidance currently 
in Section C.11.1 (PRA) will need to be incorporated into C.1.19 (FSAR Chapter 19). Since 
FSAR Chapter 19 is a qualitative, summary description of the PRA, results, insights, uses, etc., 
staff audits will be necessary to fUlly understand, review, and confirm the bases for the PRA 
results and insights and adequacy for the PRA uses/applications [e.g., RTNSS, Reliability 
Assurance Program (RAP)]. Mr. Harrison said that the requirement to submit a design-specific 
or plant-specific PRA with the DC or COL application is separate and distinct from the 
requirement to submit PRA updates to the NRC. Mr. Rubin noted that Part 52 is the first place 
in the regulations that actually requires that a PRA be done, but it does not require that it be 
maintained or updated. Mr. Harrison pointed out that the development of PRA standards is 
ongoing and evolving process. 

Mr. Harrison stated that the basis for the PRA guidance in DG-1145 is taken from: NRC Policy 
Statements, SECY Papers and related SRMs; experience with design certification reviews for 
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CE System 80+, ABWR, AP-600, and AP-1000; and 10 CFR 52.79 PRA/Severe Accident 
requirements. 

Mr. Harrison said that the staff intends to use the applicant's PRA and severe accident 
evaluations to conclude that 9 objectives (derived from NRC Policy Statements, SECY Papers, 
and related SRMs) are met. The COL applicant will specifically address how each objective is 
met. Both the 0.1 conditional containment failure probability (CCFP) and the 10-fj/yr large 
release frequency (LRF) metrics were derived from SECY Papers and approved by the 
Commission. Mr. Rubin explained that objectives are guidelines and not strict regulatory 
requirements. He said that applicants should not artificially or intentionally increase PRA results 
associated with one objective or metric simply to meet one of the other objectives. Dr. Kress 
noted that the conditional containment failure probability metric of 0.1 is weighted by the core 
damage frequency and that that automatically took care of the issue. Dr. Kress asked the staff 
why it used a 1Q-fj/yr metric on LRF as opposed to on LERF. Dr. Palla of the NRC staff said that 
for the AP600 design certification, Westinghouse's LERF calculation picked up late failures. He 
explained that Westinghouse did not look at early fatalities in calculating LERF. Rather, 
Westinghouse took all release frequencies that did not result in an intact containment to 
contribute to LERF. While Westinghouse called it large, they did not try to distinguish between 
the release magnitudes that would cause fatalities and those which would not. Mr. Harrison 
said that several of the nine objectives are used to identify and assess the balance of 
preventive and mitigative features (including operator actions) such that the plant design 
reflects a reduction in risk compared to existing plants (contemporary with the Severe Accident 
Policy Statement of 1985). Several other objectives are in support of specific uses and 
applications of the PRA results for programs [e.g." RTNSS, ITAAC, COL and interface 
requirements]. Mr. Harrison said that none of theobjectives would require an applicant to do a 
Level 3 PRA and that the guidance on RTNSS in DG-1145 would be revised to clarify thaat a 
Level 3 PRA is not required. Mr. Rubin clarified that while a Level 3 PRA is not required, NEPA 
requires that a severe accident management design assessment (SAMOA) study be conducted 
and that some vendors have chosen to do a bounding Level 3 assessment to meet that 
requirement. Dr. Bonaca said that some of the near term operating license plants licensed after 
the TMI accident (e.g., Seabrook) were required to do a Level 3 PRA in order to get their 
license. Dr. Kress indicated that he felt that the guidance on population density near nuclear 
power plant site is adequate. Finally, Mr. Harrison outlined the regulatory guidance provided in 
DG-1145 to assist COL applicants in the development of Chapter 19 of the FSAR. 

Reliability Assurance Program (RAP) 

Steve Tingen with NRR's Quality Assurance Branch described the guidance in DG-1145 on 
Reliability Assurance Programs (RAPs). He said that the guidance is based on Commission 
direction in SECY-95-132, Item E, "Reliability Assurance Program." He said the purpose of RAP 
is twofold, first to design reliability into the plant (Le., design RAP), and second to maintain 
reliability (Le., operational RAP). The scope of a RAP includes both safety-related and non
safety-related structures, systems, and components (SSCs) and plant/design-specific as well as 
site-specific information. RAP activities for the operational phase are integrated into existing 
programs Le., not a new separate program. Mr. Tingen said that the information the staff asks 
for in DG-1145 related to RAP is consistent with the RAP-related SRP sections (Section 17.4, 
which is the RAP section and Section 19, which is the PRA section). Specifically,DG-1145 
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asks applicants to describe the scope, purpose, and objectives of their RAP. It also asks for a 
description of any deterministic or probabilistic methods (e.g., use of importance measures) 
they will use for prioritizing SSCs. Mr. Tingen said that DG-1145 asks a description of the 
quality controls they used for the development of their design RAP (e.g., organization, design 
control procedures, and instructions, corrective actions, ad audit plans). Finally, he said there is 
an ITAAC associated with the design RAP that could be reviewed with the COL application. 

Operational Programs 

Mr. Colaccino said that guidance on operational programs is provided in Sections C.1.13A and 
C.IVA of DG-1145. He said there was an issue as to whether operational programs should 
have an ITAAC associated with them and that this was discussed in two earlier SECY Papers 
and ultimately resolved in SECY-05-0197, "Review of Operational Programs in a Combined 
License Application and Generic Emergency Planning Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and 
Acceptance Criteria." The staff decided that if an operational program could be fully described 
in a COL application then an ITAAC for that program was unnecessary. Mr. Colaccinosaid 
that, by statute, there is a generic ITAAC related to emergency planning. This ITAAC was 
developed with input from industry and is described in SECY-OS-0197. It is a generic template 
type ITAAC that can accommodate the site-specific aspects of emergency planning. The 
proposed revision to the emergency planning SRP Section13.3 is consistent with the generic 
emergency planning ITAAC. Mr. Musico (NSIR) said that SRP Section 13.3 has an additional 
ITAAC table in it, that goes slightly beyond generic ITAAC in SECY-05-0197 because the SRP 
Section expands the use of the ITAAC beyond COL applications to include ESP applications as 
well. Mr. Musico said that the staff could not make a reasonable assurance finding on 
emergency planning at the ESP stage, because the plant was not physically there, even if the 
ESP applicant proposed a complete and integrated emergency plan, unless the plan was 
bolstered by an additionallTAAC. Operational programs that can be fully described in a COL 
application must be required by regulation, reviewed as part of the COL application review, and 
inspected to verify implementation. Because a substantial portion of operational programs will 
occur after the COL is issued, the program description (FSAR level) in the COL application 
should include implementation milestones. Mr. Colaccino showed a slide which identified 20 or 
so operational programs. He said that the NRC intends to inspect operational program 
implementation during construction. He said that the proposed final Part 52 rule has included 
implementation milestones for some operational programs and that there are license conditions 
associated with operational program (Le., scheduling and implementation) that are not 
specifically covered in rule. 

ITAAC/DAC 

Mr. Oesterle said that ITAAC were first mentioned in an Atomic Industrial Forum (AIF) Report 
on "Standardization of Nuclear Power Plants in US" (1986). In that report nuclear industry 
representatives proposed ITAAC so that licensees would know in advance the specific 
inspections and acceptance criteria for those inspections. He said ITAAC were codified in 
Part 52 in 1989. Part 52 requires COL applicants to include ITAAC to ensure the facility has 
been constructed and will be operated in accordance with the license. Section C.11.2 of DG
1145 provides generic guidance on ITAAC. Guidance on ITAAC and the methodology by which 
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the applicant determines which SSCs they are going to include in the ITAAC are supposed to 
be included in the application. Mr. Oesterle said the staff wants cross-references between key 
aspects of the PRA, safety analyses, and features of the design, including risk significant SSCs, 
to be included in ITAAC. He said the applicant must include ITAAC for the entire facility 
including site-specific features not addressed during the design certification, ITAACS from the 
referenced certified design, and ITAAC for security design features. Mr. Oesterle showed a 
table that highlighted ITAAC with varying degrees of complexity as well as the general format of 
an ITAAC. He said that ITAACs are proposed by the design certification, ESP or COL 
applicant, then reviewed and approved by the NRC. Completion of the ITAAC will be a license 
condition. COL holders will need to complete all ITAAC before the Commission can make a 
finding allowing the plant to operate. 

Design Acceptance Criteria (DAC) are used for design areas that include rapidly changing 
technology or require as-built or as-procured information (e.g., digitall&C, control room, leak
before-break, radiation shielding). DAC are approved by the Commission on a case-by-case 
basis and are only used to certify a new reactor design. DAC, like ITAAC, must be completed 
prior to plant operation. There are two elements necessary to close out a DAC: 1) completion 
and acceptance of the design and 2) verification that the as-built plant conform with the 
approved design. DAC were approved for the ABWR, CE System 80+ I AP600, and AP1 000 
certified designs. Mr. Oesterle said it would be prudent for COL applicants to resolve DAC as 
part of their COL application, even though it is not required. He said the the certified design 
vendors are currently working on completion of DAC (Le., via the approval of topical reports). 
The NRC will inspect the completion of all DAC. 

COL Action Items 

Mr. Oesterle said that COL action are specific items that have been deferred to COL applicants 
that reference either a certified design, an ESP, or both. They may include operational aspects 
which are in the purview of the licensee but they also include certain aspects of the design that 
are site specific. COL action items can be associated with either a certified designs or an ESP 
and are documented in the staff's final Safety Evaluation Report. COL applicants referencing a 
certified design are required to provide information that addresses the COL action items 
associated with the referenced design. It is anticipated that the terms and conditions for an 
ESP will include addressing COL action items. Mr. Oesterle said that COL action items als vary 
in their range of complexity and provided a couple of examples of COL action items. He said 
that is prudent for COL applicants to provide resolution for COL action items as part of their 
application, even though it is not required. Some COL action items may be completed after the 
license is issued. Mr. Oesterle said that DG-1145 identifies a number of mechanisms by which 
completion or resolution of COL action items can be closed out or verified and those are ether 
by ITAAC, by a license condition, or by an operational program. He said that COL action items 
must also be closed out prior to operation. Mr. Fischer said that he thought it would be useful 
for the staff and COL applicant to knew, before COL applications are actually submitted, which 
COL action items needed to be resolved (as opposed to just addressed) at the COL application 
stage and which COL action items could be deferred to prior to plant operation. 

Workshop Issues 
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Mr. Oesterle said that the development of DG-1145 began in earnest in January 2006. He said 
that draft work-in-progress sections of DG-1145 were posted on the NRC's website following 
completion to facilitate public workshop discussions. Monthly public workshops on DG-1145 
were held from March 2006 to September 2006. Major issues discussed during the workshops 
include: 

DESIGN FINALITY 

Workshop discussions focused on areas of DG-1145 where addition information was requested 
in areas where a design had already been certified (e.g., radiation protection). The concern 
was that the certified design should not be re-evaluated under a COL application. 
Mr. Oesterle said that this was one of the most challenging areas for the staff in terms of being 
able to negotiate the paradigm shift from the Part 50 licensing process to the Part 52 licensing 
process. 

COL INFORMATION AVAilABILITY 

Due to use of RG 1.70 as the basis for DG-1145 and the staff's experience in licensing plants 
using the Part 50 process, workshop discussion also focused on areas of the guidance 
document in which information was requested that would not be available at the time of COL 
application (but would have been available to the staff under the Ol review period under Part 
50). 

VERIFICATION ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Oesterle said that there was considerable discussion as to whether certain verification 
activities should be performed as part of the construction inspection program (a sampling 
activity) as opposed to by a more formal ITMC. 

FIRST-OF-A-KIND ENGINEERING (FOAKE) 

Workshop discussions also focused on the translation of high level design information (e.g., 
FSAR level) in DCDs and COls into detailed design and construction documents. The issue 
was whether this first-time translation activity needed to be inspected (FOAKE inspections) and 
whether issuance of the COL should be dependent on the results of these inspections. What 
level of detail does the staff need to look at in order to make its reasonable assurance finding? 

ENGINEERING DESIGN VERIFICATION (EDV) 

Mr. Oesterle said there was also discussions focused on the COL applicant's engineering QA 
and QC controls and whether issuance of the COL should be dependent on the'inspection of 
these activities, and when such inspections might occur. 

PASSIVE DESIGNS 

Mr. Oesterle said there were discussions at the workshops as to whether DG-1145 should 
provide guidance specific to passive plant designs. He said that in drafting DG-1145, the staff 
was initially reluctant to provide any such guidance, because it wanted the guidance to be 
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broadly applicable. After receiving public comments on the draft and addition internal staff 
discussions, he said the staff is considering providing limited guidance related to passive plant 
designs (e.g., in the electrical systems area). 

MAINTENANCE RULE 

Mr. Oesterle said that workshop participants expressed concern that the information requested 
in DG-1145 related to the Maintenance ROle went far beyond what should be required for a 
COL applicant (Le., initially DG-1145 asked for everything). He said that discussions during 
dedicated breakout sessions and additional workshop discussion allowed the staff and 
stakeholders to reach mutual agreement on the appropriate content of the guidance document 
in this area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT AND FINALITY 

Mr. Oesterle said that DG-1145 initially contained outdated guidance on the format and content 
of the environmental report (taken from Regulatory Guide 4.2). It also failed to recognize the 
finality of the environmental impact statement associated with an early site permit (ESP) unless, 
as provided for in Part 52, there was new and significant information. He said that DG-1145 
also needed to provide better guidance on how to transition from an ESP environmental report 
to a COL environmental report. 

PRA 

According to Mr. Oesterle there were discussions about the format, content, and timing of the 
PRA submittal. He said that timing was an issue because the peer-review lagged the COL 
application by a few months. He said that there were discussions as to whether the PRA 
needed to be kept up to date (Le., a Iiving-PRA updated to include changes during construction 
and after operation) and discussions about the appropriate metric to be use for licensing new 
reactors (Le., LRF versus LERF and CCFP). 

HUMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING 

How and when the 12 elements of the human factors engineering DAC would be addressed or 
completed was also discussed at the workshops. This was somewhat difficult or controversial 
because some elements are design and some elements are implementation. Discussions also 
focused on ensuring the guidance in DG-1145 on human factors engineering did not extend 
beyond what is already provided in NUREG-0711 (which it apparently did initially). 

RADWASTE TREATMENT SYSTEMS 

Mr. Oesterle said that they discussed radioactive waste treatment during the workshops. The 
discussions focused on the level of information COL applicants needed to submit to ensure that 
any mobile or temporary (e.g., skid mounted) radioactive waste treatment equipment brought 
onsite would remain within the bounds of the license in terms of leakage and offsite dose. 

DIGITAL I&C 

Mr. Oesterle said there were two separate breakout sessions on digital instrumentation and 
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control (I&C). They discussed the proposed guidance in DG-1145 and in the revised SRP 
Section on I&C. They discussed the issue of bidirectional communication between computers 
in different safety channels or between computers in safety channels and non-safety channels. 
They also discussed refinement of cyber-security gUidance (Le., as contained in in RG 1.152) 
and adjustment of technical specification surveillance requirements based on self-testing or 
monitoring. He said that staf an industry have come to resolution on some of the digitall&C 
issues and that DG-1145 would be updated to reflect resolution of the issues. Mr. Sieber said 
that one of the critical issues that needs to be addressed is the degree to which one requires 
separation between protection channels and control channels and between accident 
instrumentation and protection channels. He asked, do you use the same sensor and run 
different wires or do you run everything through a single processor and then branch off? 

Characterization of Public Comments 

Mr. Oesterle said that following an intensive and open effort to develop the many sections of 
DG-1145, and respond to approximately 500 public workshop comments, the staff formally 
issued DG-1145 for a 45-day pUblic comment period on September 7,2006. Prior to that, on 
September 1, 2006, the staff had made the formal draft of DG-1145 available to external 
stakeholders on the NRC's public website. He said the public comment period closed on 
October 23, 2006. Approximately 700 public comments were received. He said the bulk of 
comments came from NEI, as they acted as the focal point for compilation and consolidation of 
industry comments. In addition, the staff received public comments from AREVA, GE, Burns & 
Roe, ANS, and a few nuclear industry consultants. He said the staff is also working on 
resolving the 700 public comments on DG-1145 and conforming DG-1145 with the updated 
SRPs and the proposed final Part 52 rule. Dr. Wallis asked if the staff got any meaningful 
feedback from non-industry participants during the workshops. Mr. Colaccino said he did not 
know but added that the workshops were public meetings. He also said that the development 
of DG-1145 was a collaborative effort between the staff and industry. 

As summarized below, Mr. Oesterle characterize the more significant public comments. 

COL INFORMATION AVAILABILITY 

There were several areas where the guidance document requested information that 
commenters said would not be available when the COL application is submitted or during the 
COL application review phase. For example, the guidance for Onsite DC Power Systems 
requested battery characteristic curves. These battery characteristic curves will not be 
available until batteries have been procured which will be after submittal of the COL application 
and could likely be after issuance of the license. As another example, he said the guidance on 
determination of pipe rupture locations and dynamic effects associated with the postulated pipe 
ruptures requested that applicants provide" in addition to their design criteria, detailed 
information on containment penetrations and protective assemblies or guard pipes to be used 
for piping penetrations of containment areas. This detailed information is not expected to be 
available at the time the COL application is submitted. 

GUIDANCE ON PASSIVE DESIGN FEATURES 

Several commenters requested specific or additional guidance in areas where the requirements 
for SSCs in plant designs that incorporate passive safety systems differ significantly than those 
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plant designs that incorporate the more traditional active safety systems. For example, 
DG-1145 did not provide any specific requirements for offsite AC power systems for passive 
plant designs that rely on Class 1E batteries for emergency power and non-safety related diesel 
generators for battery charging. Similarly, the guidance did not provide any specific 
requirements for diesel generator support systems, such as the fuel oil storage and transfer 
system, cooling water system, starting air system, lubrication system, and air intake and 
exhaust systems, for passive plant designs that rely on Class 1E batteries for emergency 
power. 

DESIGN FINALITY 

The staff also received comments that DG-1145 inappropriately requested design information 
from the COL applicant in some areas that have already been certified. For example, DG-1145 
requested information related to diesel generator support systems that should have already 
been addressed in a certified design. 

INSPECTIONS vs. ITAAC 

Mr. Oesterle said the staff got the comment that DG-1145 contained guidance for a COL 
applicant that does not reference a certified design or an ESP. In areas where the guidance 
document requested information that was either not available at the time the COL application 
was submitted or required an update to verify that as-built or as-procured information 
conformed with the design, the guidance document also requested the applicant to ensure or 
identify that appropriate ITAAC existed or was proposed. Commenters suggested that 
construction inspections rather than ITAAC were the more appropriate verification mechanism. 

PLANT SPECIFIC PRA 

Mr. Oesterle said that several comments were related to the guidance provided on plant
specific PRAs. He said the guidance on plant-specific PRAs will be revised based on the 
changes in the Part 52 rule that was sent to the Commission. He said that by and large, the 
guidance provide in DG-1145 on PRAs is consistent with Commission policy. 

ITAAC 

Mr. Oesterle said numerous comments were received in the guidance provided on ITAAC. 
These comments generally focused on the use of ITAAC for verification of items that were 
considered more detailed than "top-level performance requirements or design requirements". 
He said that many ITAAC comments were focused on the guidance provided for development 
of ITAAC for instrumentation and control. 

ER and FINALITY of an EIS 

Comments on the environmental report guidance focused primarily on the fact that RegUlatory 
Guide 4.2 is outdated and that better guidance on use of NUREG-1555 should be provided. 
Other comments focused on the importance of resolving finality of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) associated with an ESP and that this was pending the release of final proposed 
Part 52 rule language. 
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GUIDANCE FROM PUBLIC WORKSHOP QUESTIONS 

Mr. Oesterle said that during development of the draft work-in-progress guidance document 
which was posted on the NRCs public website, the staff received approximately 500 public 
workshop comments. The staff developed responses to these comments and included these in 
Appendix I of draft DG-1145 issued for public comment. In areas where the staff agreed with 
the comment and agreed to change DG-1145, either the guidance failed to get revised, the 
basis for staff agreement failed to get incorporated into the document, or both. As an example, 
he said the gUidance on meteorological data requested at least 2 years of data. Workshop 
questions suggested that it should be acceptable for an applicant to provide 1 years worth of 
meteorological data at the time of COL Application submittal and supplement the data with an 
additional years worth of data from the same site after it has been collected (and prior to 
issuance of the license). This was intended to apply to a green field site that did not have a 
pre-existing meteorological tower and meteorological program, comparable to a Regulatory 
Guige 1.23 program, in place for a sufficient period of time prior to application submittal to 
acquire such data. The staff agreed that this flexibility for acquiring and submitting the 
meteorological data was acceptable but it was not reflected in the body of DG-1145. 

INDUSTRY COMMENTS 

Ms. Leslie Kass, representing NEI, said Mr. Oesterle had done a very good job characterizing 
industry's comments. She commended the staff for its efforts in developing DG-1145 and for 
conducting the workshops. Ms. Kass said that NEI had the help of several utilities and vendors 
in preparing NEl's comments on DG-1145. She said DG-1145 will help promote 
standardization and will make the COL process go smoother. She acknowledged DG-1145 as 
a guidance document that contains no new requirements. She said that in some instances DG
1145 provided guidance that inappropriately went beyond the regulations. Ms. Kass said that 
the size or number of NEI's comments on DG-1145 did not reflect on adversely on the quality of 
the document. She said that there is significant industry interest in DG-1145 and expressed a 
desire to interact with the staff again on DG-1145, before it is published in final form (e.g., 
during another workshop). The NRC staff seemed amenable to such an interaction, but said a 
date for another workshophas not been finalized. 

Mr. Sieber suggested that the first users of DG-1145 capture any lessons learned from the COL 
application process, so follow-on utilities are not prone to making the same mistakes. Ms. Kass 
noted that there are consortia participating in the first COL application, so they have multiple 
utilities participating which gives them broader exposure, and therefore, to some extent, they all 
learn together. Mr. Oesterle said the staff recognizes the need to revise RegUlatory Guide 
1.206 based on lessons learned and don't plan on letting it solidify. Ms. Sterdis indicated that 
Westinghouse has been very involved with NEI's review of DG-1145 and with the workshops. 
She said that the staff and industry appear to be converging on the satisfactory resolution of the 
major issues but would like to see the document again before it goes final. Ms. Kass said there 
are still issues to be worked out in the digitall&C area. 

SUMMARY I PLANS FOR FULL COMMITTEE PRESENTATION 

The Subcommittee suggested that the staff address the following topics during the December 
Full Committee meeting: 
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•� The Staff's Overview of DG-1145 
•� Information Availability at the COL Application Stage 
•� PRA Guidance in DG-1145 
•� Industry Comments/Concerns 
•� Conformance with Part 52, Completeness, and Consistency of the Guidance in 

DG-1145 
Any Significant Comments from ACRS Members not in Attendance at the 
Subcommittee Meeting 

Agreements 

None. 

Staffllndustrv Follow-up Actions 

Mr. Oesterle agreed to consider individual member comments (provided to the staff in advance 
of the November 30,2006, Future Plant Design Subcommittee meeting) in revising DG-1145. 
A complete list of individual member comments is in the ACRS Office file and will be made 
available upon request. 

Subcommittee's Action 

The staff plans to provide a briefing on DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear 
Power Plants (LWR Edition)" to the full Committee during the December 7-8,2006, ACRS 
meeting. 

Documents Provided to the Subcommittee 

1.� Memorandum dated September 1, 2006, from David B. Matthews, Director, Division of 
New Reactor Licensing, NRR to John T. Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, Subject: 
Transmittal of Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for 
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)" (ML062440120) 

2.� Letter dated October 20, 2006, from Adrian Heymer, Nuclear Energy Institute to Rules 
and Directives Branch, Office of Administration, NRC, Subject: Notice of Availability 
Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power 
Plants (LWR Edition)." ("DG-1145") 71 Fed. Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7, 2006) 
(ML063000204) 

3.� Memorandum dated November 15, 2006, from David C. Fischer, ACRS Staff, to Tom 
Kress, Chairman, Future Plant Designs Subcommittee, Subject: Status Report for the 
Meeting of the Future Plant Designs Subcommittee, November 30, 2006, in Rockville, 
Maryland 

************************************************************************************* 

NOTE:� Additional details of this meeting can be obtained from a transcript of this meeting available 
for downloading or viewing on the Internet at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.htmlor 
http://www.nrc.govlreading-rm/doc-collections/ can be purchased from Neal R. Gross and 
Co., 1323 Rhode Island Ave., N.W., Washington, DC 20005 (202) 234-4433. 
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o� The conflict-of-interest memo for the meeting 
o� The draft meeting minutes, after the meeting, in both WP and .pdf format 
o� The incoming documentation from the licensee/applicant/vendor. The staff 

provides these documents in electronic format on a disk, and usually they include 
the original application, licensee responses to the RAls, and licensee supplemental 
submittals. These are usually in .pdf format, so everyone can read them. If the 
SUbject of the meeting is a vendor topical report, it will go here, rather than in the 
reference section. 

o� Staff SER and supporting documents such as RAls. I include every draft of the 
SER, unless there is good reason to leave one out. I include both WP and .pdf 
versions of these documents, as well as the transmittal letter from the staff, which is 
normally a separate document 

o� Presentations at the meeting by the staff, the Iicensee/vendor/applicant/industry, 
and by other interested parties. The presentations from each source are in their 
own folders. licensee presentations are usually Powerpoint, but the staff also uses 
Corel Presentation. If someone uses overheads, then they need to be scanned into 
.pdf format. 

o� Transcripts of the meetings are located in one folder, as they come from the court 
reporter. 

o� If members send me comments before the meeting, I transfer them into individual 
files, and include them in a separate folder of member comments. 

o� References that do not fit into any of the above categories go into another folder. 
These might include topical reports that have some relevance to the subject at 
hand, NUREG or contractor reports, other similar SERs, previous letters from the 
ACRS and staff responses. I will build a small subdirectory tree here if the 
documents are complex. 

o� Consultant documents, including the consultant request form and the reports from 
the consultants after the meeting. 
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ACRS Subcommittee on 
Future Plant Designs 

Presentation on DG-1145 

November 30,2006 

ACRS Subcommittee on 
Future Plant Designs 

David Matthews, Division Director 

NROIDNRL 

Draft Regulatory DG-1145, 
"Combined License (COL) 

Applications for Nuclear Power 
Plants (LWR Edition)" 

Developed in response to external stakeholder 
need for timely guidance 

High level of external stakeholder participation 
during development 
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Draft Regulatory DG-1145, 
"Combined License (COL) 

\
\. r 

I 

Applications for Nuclear Power ,> " 
Plants (LWR Edition)" 

/' , 
Intensive, expedited, and committed staff effort 

High level of NROINRR management support 

High level of Commission interest 

Draft Regulatory DG-1145, 
"Combined License (COL) 

\ I 
\.! / 

.........~., Applications for Nuclear Power� 
" ,' Plants (LWR Edition)" / r \ 

Eric R. Oesterle, Lead PM 

NROIDNRUNGIF 

\,j 
',' \ z 

Fc~" DG-1145 Overview 
1!( 

Purpose 
• Provide guidance to potential applicants on 

fonnat and content for a combined license 
(COL) application pursuant to 10 CFR 52 

• COL referencing neither a certified design 
(CD) nor an early site pennit (ESP) 

• COL referencing a CD but not an ESP 
• COL referencing a CD and an ESP 

November 30. 2008 
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~, .: DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 

.I; : 
...... 

Background and Developmental Basis 

•� Industry guidance for COL applications (l'l'EI 04-01) 

•� NEI 04-01 provided guidance for "base case" COL 
application 

•� NRC interactions with external stakeholders identified 
several COL application scenarios 

•� Staff recognized the need for more comprehensive 
guidance for COL applicants 

November 30, 2006 

\./ 
I-~!~.- DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 

Development Basis 
RG 1.70, "Standard Format and Content of Safety 
Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR 
Edition) 
Updated SRP revisions (including draft 1996 
updates) 
Draft NEI 04-01 guidance for COL applications 
NRC design certification and ESP experience 
SECY papers and associated SRMs 

November 30. 2008 

\1/
"'::;;:·L~-DG-1145 Overview (cont' d) 
li\ 

Development Basis (coni'd) 
Proposed Part 52 rule issued on March 13,2006� 
(71 FR 12782)� 

Monthly public workshops (March 2006 �
September 2006) - 500 comments� 
All draft work-in-progress sections publicly� 
available via NRC's website by June 30, 2006� 
DG-1145 issued for 45-day public comment� 
period on September 7, 2006 (71 FR 52826)� 

November 30, 200B 
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'~ i :'-DG-1145 Overview (cant'd)� 

Format and Structure 
Part C.I - guidance for a COL applicam that 
references neither a CD nor an ESP (consistent 
with proposed 10 CPR Part 52.79) 
Part c.n - additional technical information 
(consistent with proposed 10 CPR Part 52.80) 
Part c.m - COL applicants referencing CDs and 
ESPs 
Part c.IY - Miscellaneous Topics 

November 30, 2006� 10 

\.i 
F:r� !>.....PG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
l i\' Fonnat and Structure - Part C.I 

C.1.1 Introduction and General C.I.l1 Radioactive Waste 
Plant Description· Management 

CL2 Site Characteristics CJ.12 Radiation Protection 
C.1.3 Design of Structures, C.I.13 Conduct of Operations 

Systems. Components and CJ,14 Verification ProgratnS 
Equipment C.1I5 Transient and Accident 

CIA Reactor Analyses 
CJ.5 RCS and Connected Systems C.l. I 6 Technical Specifications 
CJ.6 Engineered Safety Features ClI7 Quality Assurance and 
CJ.7 Instrumentation and Control Reliability Assurance 
CJ.8 Electrical Power C1I8 Human Factors Engineering 
CJ.9 Auxiliary Systems CJ,19 Probabilistic Risk 
CJ.lO Steatn and Power Assessment Information and 

Conversion System Severe Accidents· 

November 30, 2006� 11 

}i(_DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
/'." 

If .. 

Format and Structure - Part C.1I 

c.nol -Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) 

c.no2 -Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and 
Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC) 

Con.3 -Environmental Report 

November 30, 2008� 12 

4 



\;l 
'/ 

r~'-DG-1145 Overview (cont' d)
;,! '\' 

Fonnat and Structure - Part c.m 
C.IItI - Information Needed [Of a COL Application 

Referencing a CD (consistent fonnat with c.1) 

CJII.2 - InfolTIJation Needed for a COL Application 
Referencing a CD and an ESP (consistent fonnat with C.I) 

CJII.3 - Finality of an EIS Associated with an ESP 
C.IIIA - COL Action Items 
C.III.5 - Design Acceptance Criteria 
C.III.6 - COL Application Timing 
C.III.7 - ITAAC for COL Applications Referencing a CD 

and/or an ESP 
November 30, 2006 13 

\ / 
..~,!~-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 

Fonnat and Structure - Part C.IV 
C.N.l - COL Application Acceptance Review Checklist 
C.IY.2 - Submittal Guidance for eoLs 
C.IV.3 - General Description of Change Process� 
e.IY.4 - Operational Programs� 
C.N.5 - General and Financial Information 
C.IY.6 - Limited Work Authorizations and Site Redress Plan" 
C.IV.7 - Pre-Application Activities 
C.N.S - Generic Issues 
C.IY.9 - deleted� 
C.IY.IO - Regulatory Treatment of Non-Safety Systems (RTNSS)� 
C.IY.lt - relocated to App. t (responses to public workshop questions)� 
c.IY.12 - Applicability of Industry Guidance"� 

Nav8Tlber 30, 2008 " 

. I 
\l'!'
':"./'

Fr;!~-DG-1145Overview (cont'd) 
~~=~~~'._~.,~.~~~~~ 

Status 
Comment period on DG-1145 closed on October 23, 2006 
Approximately 700 total comments received 
Staff is currently working to resolve public comments and 
revise DG-II45, as appropriate, and confonn to proposed 
final Part 52 rule 

Process in place to ensure consistency between DG-1l45 
and the SRP and Reg. Guide updates 
Plan to publish final (RG 1.206) after incorporation of 
public comments and final issuance of the Part 52 rule 
Staff considering additional public forums to update 
external stakeholders on RG 1.206 prior to publication 

November 30, 2008 15 

5 



\ / 
/" 

DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
-_.._..__..__ ., , - _ _-_.,_._---

". 

"New Reactor Licensing Infrastructure Timeline 

En-;yPoIIcy ~adFt52 F.I.IPl:52RllIeto RWrtlisiontaSRP 
RtAllsued Cllf'nnftslon & RGs "Inelfect""'2005

1006 3107 

I 
"" -

F..., PI: 52 Rule & / M~.cJ COL 
COLRG / AppIlcatlans~ 

HD7 ./ Ml7 

OG1145fcr 
~.. 

November 30, 2006 """ ,. 

\" /
,"

~j/!~- DG-1145 Overview (con't) 

ACRS Subcommittee questions on individual 
DG-1l45 sections 

November 30, 2008 17 
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DG-1145 
PRA & Severe Accident Evaluations 

ACRS Presentation 

Donnie Harrison� 
Senior Reliability & Risk Analyst� 

NRR Division of Risk Assessment (DRA)� 

November 30.2006 

Discussion Topics 

• Recent Change to Proposed 10 CFR Part 52 

• Bases for Regulatory Guidance 

• Objectives of PRA & Severe Accident 
Evaluations 

• Chapter 19 Regulatory Guidance 

Recent Change to Proposed 
10 CPR Part 52 

•� Proposed 10 CFR Part 52 rulemaking included 
new 52.80(a) requirement for COL applicants to 
submit plant-specific PRA 

•� After completion ofDG-1145, the NRC position 
changed to accept the industry comment to delete 
this requirement - PRA maintained available for 
staff inspection at the applicant's office 

•� Requirement deleted throughout Part 52. including 
the existing requirement for design certification 
applications 

1 



Impact of Change to Proposed 
10 CFR Part 52 

•� DG-1145 will need to be revised to reflect the 
change in NRC position 
-� Majority of guidance presented in c.n.1 (PRA) will 

need to be incorporated into C.I.19 (FSAR Chapter 19) 

•� Since FSAR Chapter 19 is a qualitative, summary 
description of the PRA, results, insights, uses, etc., 
staff audits will be necessary to fully understand, 
review, and confirm the bases for the PRA results 
and insights and adequacy for the PRA 
uses/applications 

Bases for Regulatory Guidance 

• NRC Policy Statements and SECYs/SRMs 

• Experience with Design Certification 
reviews for CE System 80+, ABWR, AP
600, and AP-lOOO 

•� 10 CFR 52.79 PRAlSevere Accident 
Requirements 

Objectives of PRA &� 
Severe Accident Evaluations� 

•� Derived from NRC Policy Statements and 
SECYslSRMs 

•� Two Groups of Objectives 
- Identify and assess the balance of preventive and 

mitigative features (including operator actions) such 
that the plant design reflects a reduction in risk 
compared 10 existing plants(conlemporary with Severe 
Accident Policy Statement of 1985) 

- Specific uses and applications of the PRA results and 
insights in support of other programs (e.g., RAP, 
RINSS. ITAACg, COL and interface requirements) 

2 



Chapter 19 Regulatory Guidance 

19.1 Introduction� 

19.2 PRA Results and Insights� 

19.3 Severe Accident Evaluations� 

19.4 PRA Maintenance� 

19.5 PRA-Related ITAACs, COL Action� 
Items, & Other Commitments� 

19.6 Conclusions� 

3 



DG-1145, Section C.IV.lO 

\ Regulatory Treatment of 
...... /' Non-Safety Systems (RTNSS) 

I " 

Eric R. Oesterle. Lead PM 

NROIDNRUNGIF 

\ / 
',,< ,/' 

/' , -". DG-1145 - RTNSS 
Ii \,
~~~~~~_~"_::;__:::;_._.~,~~';:Cf,"~:-::;·n~~.~_~~~~~~ 

•� Plant designs that incorporate passive safety 
systems should define the active systems relied 
upon for defense-in-depth and necessary to meet 
passive ALWR plant safety and investment 
protection goals 

•� Process to identify these systems and equipment 
and determine regulatory treatment is referred to 
as RTNSS 

•� Guidance provided in Section C.IY.IO 

~'>!( 
DG-1145 - RTNSS (cont'd) 

jl'\ 

• Commission policy on RTNSS described in 
SECY-94-084 and SECY-95-132 and 
associated SRMs 

• High level of confidence that active systems 
having a significant safety role are reliable 

• Process described in Section C.N.10 taken 
from NUREG-1793, Volume 3 (APlOOO 
FSER) and is consistent with above SECY's 

ND'vember 30, zooe 
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Sections C.1.17.4 and� 
C.III.1.17.4 - Reliability� 

Assurance Program� 

.'1. Reliability Assurance Program 

• SECY-9S-132, Item E, "Reliability 
Assurance Program" 

• Design phase/operational phase 

• Scope includes plant and site-specific 
SSCs 

• Reliability assurance activities for 
operational phase integrated into 
existing programs 

...""

,,4 Reliability As~~.~~~ce Program 

•� COL application 
• Scope, purpose, objective of RAP 
•� DeterministiC/other methods for prioritizing 

SSCs 
• Probabilistic methods for prioritizing SSCS 

(Section 19) 
• Quality controls (organization, design 

control, procedures and instructions, 
corrective action, and audit plans) 

• ITAAC for implementation of design phase 

/'",::\ 
_2007 \~) 3 

1 



DG-1145 
Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and 

\ i ! Acceptance Critieria (ITAAC) 
.. ,,- Design Acceptance Criteria (DAC) 

!� . \ 
.. 

Eric R. Oesterle, Lead PM 

NROIDNRlJNGIF 

DG-1145: ITAAC 

•� 10 CFR 52.80Ca) requires COL applicants to include 
ITAAC to ensure facility has been constructed and 
will operate in accordance with the license 

Generic guidance on ITAAC has been provided in 
Section C.n.2 

Guidance on ITAAC development and methodology 
for inclusion of SSCs in ITAAC by COL applicant 

Cross reference of key aspects, analyses, and features 
of the design for inclusion in ITAAC 

. DG-1145: ITAAC 

COL applicant must include ITAAC for facility: 

• ITAAC from referenced certified design 

• EP-ITAAC from referenced ESP 

• Site-specific ITAAC for design features not 
included in certified design 

• ITAAC for security design features 

Novlmbet 30, 2001!1 
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DG-1145: ITAAC 

Design Inspections, Acceptance 
Commitment Tests, Analyses Criteria 
ASME Code "pi.. ret1lill5 Report demnQlltntine: A report nb~.1IdOllndudu 
prllftUn baundllry Intqrity ,t pipi.. n-ls ASME Cod. pipinc meets MrqIlirwm-ntlI at 
dutcDpr~1!	 ASMECode 

RCP Fly Whl!t')':lln ",jl./llitIUld Offsilli' lest Ul'b Dywt.d J-Dn Dvtnpetd 
claiaD ovarspeed mndttWn cundilioD .r 115 .. of Dpcn.1inc .,.... 
Res pnvldas lIulolDlldc Onslle inspeedlNl MbJimum ..",doG of ADS 
dtpreutlrbadan durilll dqn _tat "alves is Ifftller ~n 

bulIC'vents pllIBtelevationofllO' 

Res pro~ dn:ulRtiun of TatwilbllDlilysis Calculated potIt ruellollod Res 
nlDl8nt til UI1MH" beat fnm core Rowrate Is ~101,678Ipm 

Safety releted db:p1ays ldentined SlmplelmpedilUI 8d.ty ntlalecl dlspkys 
In table ceq be retrieved in i\1CR klentined in table caD be 

retrieved in MeR 

November 30,2006 

\ I 
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DG-1145: ITAAC 

•� Specific guidance on ITAAC for COL applicants 
referencing a certified design and/or early site 
pennit provided in Section C.ill.7 

•� ITAAC reviewed by NRC in conjunction with 
with COL application 

•� Completion of ITAAC to be license condition 
•� COL holder must successfully complete all 

ITAAC and prior to operation 
•� Commission finding per 10 CFR 52.l03(g) 

required for facility operation 

November 30, 2008 

DG-1145: DAC 

•� For design areas that included rapidly 
changing technology or required as-built or 
as-procured information 

• Digital I&C, control room design, leak
before-break, radiation shielding 

•� DAC limited to certified designs 

•� DAC has unique treatment in ITAAC 

November 30, 200S 
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DG-1145: DAC 

• DAC contains an approved design� 
completion process� 

• DAC includes verification of design 
implementation 

• Approved on a case-by-case basis by 
Commission 

• DAC included in ABWR, System 80+, 
AP600, and APlOOO 

November 30, 2008 

\ I 
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/ DG-1145: DAC 
/1, 

• Guidance provided in Section C.ID.s 
• Prudent for COL applicants to resolve DAC 

as part of application but not required 

• Certified design vendors are currently 
working on completion of DAC 

• DAC is included in ITAAC, therefore, must 
be completed prior to operation 

• NRC will inspect completion of all DAC 

November 30, 2006 
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0'> / DG-1145, Section C.ilIA 

Combined License Action Items 
! \ 

Eric R. Oesterle, Lead PM 

NROfDNRL/NGIF 

DG-1145 
Combined License Action Items 

:~~~ 

•� Guidance on Combined License (COL) Action 
Items is provided in Section C.IlIA and is also 
discussed in Sections c.m.! and c.m.2 

•� COL action items are specific items that have been 
deferred to COL applicants that reference the CD 
and/or ESP 

•� COL action items are included in both certified 
designs (CDs) and early site permits (ESPs) 

November 30, 2008 

DG-1l45� 
COL Action Items (cont'd)� 

•� COL action items include items outside the scope 
of the CD and the ESP 

•� COL action items are documented in FSER 
associated for the CD and ESP 

•� COL applicants referencing a CD are required by 
Section IV.A.2 of the applicable Part 52 Appendix 
to provide information that addresses the COL 
action items 

•� It is anticipated that the terms and conditions for 
an ESP will include addressing COL action items 

NovEll1lb8l30,2008 
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DG-1145� 

COL Action Items (cont'd)� 

Examples of COL Action Items from FSER on the APIOOO: 

2.5-10: "The COL applicant will provide site-specific 
infonnation on allowable soil bearing capacities for st~tic and 
dynamic loads." 

3.6-4: "COL applicants referencing the APlOOO certified design 
will develop an inspection program for piping systems that are 
qualified for LBB." 

11.2-1: "The COL applicant will provide infonnation on how 
any mobile or temporary equipment used for storing or 
processing liquid radwaste confonns to RG 1.143." 

November 30, 2008 

\ / 
DG-1145 

r~!~ COL Action Items (cont'd) 

Examples of COL Action Items from APlOOO FSER (cont'd) 

4.4-2: "Following selection of the actuall?lant operating 
instrumentation and calculation of the Instrumentation 
uncertainties of the operating plant parameters, the COL 
applicant will calculate the design hmit departure from 
nucleate boiling ratio (DNBR) values using the revised 
thennal design procedure with these instrumentation 
uncertainties and confmn that either the design limit 
DNBR values remain valid, or that the safety analysis 
minimum DNBR bounds the new design limit DNBR 
values plus DNBR penalties, such as rod bow penalty" 

November 30, 2008 

DG-1145 
COL Action Items (cont'd)

;£

Examples of COL Action items from Clinton ESP FSER: 

2.3.2: "A COL or CP ~licant should. os part of detailed engineering, 
assess the po,ential unpa<:t of natural and/or mechanical CDOlillg towers 
on the design and operalion of the new facility." 

2.4.7.3: "The COL applicant should design the ESP facilil)' UHS intake to 
maintain a minimum water temperature of 40°F at all tunes to preclude 
formation of frazil and anchor ice on the intake inlet" 

11.1: "A COL or CP applicant should verify that the calculated 
radiological doses to members of the public from radioactive gaseous 
and liquid effluents for any facility to he built on the Exelon ESP site 
are bounded by the radiolo~ical doses included in the ESP application 
and reviewed by tbe NRC. 

Nov-.ber 30, 2008 
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DG-1145� 

-~ ': COL Action Items (cant' d)� 
"~--

•� COL action items must be addressed by a COL 
applicant referencing a CD and/or ESP 

• Prudent for COL applicants to provide resolutions 
for COL action items as part of their application 

•� Section C.III.4 provides guidance on mechanisms 
available for resolution of COL action items 
following issuance of combined license (e.g., 
ITAAC, license condition, operational program) 

•� COL action items must be resolved prior to 
operation 

November 30, 2008 

DG-1145 
COL Action Items (cont' d) 

• Development of Sections C.III.1 and C.III.2 was 
informed by the COL action items for CDs and 
ESPs 

•� C.III.l provides guidance for COL applicants to 
cross-reference where in the application COL 
action items from a CD are addressed 

•� C.III.2 provides guidance for COL applicants to 
cross-reference where in the application COL 
action items from an ESP are addressed 

November 30, 2008 
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DG-1145, Section C.IVA 
Operational Programs l , 

Joseph Colaccino, Acting Branch Chief 

NROfDNRUNCPM 

DG-1145 
Operational r 

•� Guidance on Operational Programs provided in 
Sections C.U3.4 and C.IV.4 

•� SECY-05-0197, ''Review of Operational Programs 
in a Combined License Application and Generic 
Emergency Planning Inspections, Tests, Analyses, 
and Acceptance Criteria" 

•� COL applicants can fully describe operational 
program and its implementation 

November 30, 2006 

~\/ DG-1145 
~! ,;~ Operational ProQ:rams (cont'd) 

!l~. 

Operational programs meet 3 criteria: 

1) Required by regulation 

2) Reviewed in a COL application 

3) Inspected to verify implementation 

Novf:ll'Tlber 30, 2006 
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/' DG-1145 

","~.........._"",0olitg"~~~!~f2.~~l.Er2~!~JE-~~ (cont' d), I ~· 
"----. 

ITAAC not required for implementation 
but may be appropriate for some programs 
(EP contains programmatic ITAAC) 
Substantial portion of operational program 
development will occur after COL 
issuance 
Program description should include 
implementation mile~tones in application 

November 30, 2006 

} / DG-1145 

~"'j~'i~·~~~~O~)p~(e~r~at,=ir.o~nf;afl~~;~~1~9J\~~~~(c~o~n~'tg)~d
 
CODtairunent Leak Rate Testing Reactor Vessel Material 
EmergeDcy Planning Surveillance 

Process ond Effluent 
Monitoring ond Sampling 

Fire Protection 

Maintenance Rule 
Quality Assurance Operation Operator Training 
Preservice Inspection Operator Requalification 
Inservice Inspection Plant Staff Training 
Preservice TestingPhysical Security 
Inservice TestingSafeguards CODtingency 
Equipment Qualification Training and Qualification 
MOV TestingRadiation 

November 30. 2008 

DG-1145� 
Operational Programs (cont'd)� 

• NRC intends to inspect operational program 
implementation during construction 

• Proposed final Part 52 rule has included� 
implementation milestones for some� 
operational programs� 

• License conditions on operational program 
implementation not covered in rule 

November 30. 2008 

2 



\ 
i / DG-1145 

Fe" 
f! \ Public Workshop Issues 

Eric R. Oesterle, Lead PM 

NROIDNRUNGIF 

>, /
F:, ,/ DG-1145 

fi;". Public Workshop Issues 

• Development ofDG~1145 began in earnest 
in January 2006 

• Draft work-in-progress sections posted on 
the NRC's website following completion to 
facilitate public workshop discussions 

• Monthly public workshops on DG-1145 
held from March 2006 to September 2006 

\ ,/~:,i> DG-1145;1'1 Public Workshop Issues (cont'd) 

Major issues discussed at public workshops: 

• Design finality 

• COL information availability 

• Verification activities (inspections vs. ITAAC) 

• First-of-a-kind-Engineering (FOAKE)� 
inspections/audits� 

• Engineering design verification (EDV) 

November 30, ZOO8 
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DG-1145� 
.; ':' Public Workshop Issues (cont'd)
~~~':::"""F;... ·· ... ... .. . ~.<'.":"~';4'~~.~~~ 

Major issues discussed at public workshops: 

• Guidance for passive designs (e.g., offsite 
electrical power) 

• Maintenance Rule (breakout session) . 

• Environmental report format and content 

• Finality of an EIS associated with an ESP 

• PRA guidance 

November 30, 2D06 

Major issues discussed at public workshops: 

• Human factors engineering 

• Radwaste treatment facilities 

• Digital I&C (breakout sessions) 

November 30,200& 
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/ \ Public Comments 
~~~~::::':.=~;_<c...•.,,,.,,.•, ,.:••.,,,,.,\•. ;,,,.,,,,,.~~~~~ 

Eric R. Oesterle. Lead PM� 

NROIDNRUNGIF� 

\ j 

DG-1145: Public Comments 
.; t~' 

•� DG-1l45 issued for 45-day public comment 
period on September 7, 2006 

•� Public comment period on DG-1145 closed on 
October 23, 2006 

•� Approximately 700 public comments received 
•� Staff is currently working to resolve public 

comments and revise DG-1145, as appropriate, 
conform it to proposed final Part 52 rule and 
updated SRPs 

Noverrber 30, 2008 

DG-1145: Public Comments 

Characterization of Public Comments 

• COL information availability 

• Guidance on passive design features 

• Design fmality 

• Inspections vs. ITAAC 

• Plant-specific PRA (LRF. CCFP, COLPRA 
Information) 

NoYsrnbet 30, 2008 
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DG-1145: Public Comments ":~ , : 
Characterization of Public Comments (cont'd) 

• nAAC 
• Environmental Reports and Finality of an 

EIS associated with an ESP 

• Including guidance contained in responses 
to public workshop questions 

Novemb8T 30, 2008 
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From: Jessie Delgado 
To: apostola@mit.edu; banerjee@engineering.ucsb.edu; CORRAIJIN@CAE.WISC.EDU; 
DanaPowers@msn.com; graham.b.wallis@dartmouth.edu; Jdsieber@aol.com; jsarmijo@msn.com; 
mvbonaca@snet.net; omaynard@charter.net; said.abdelkhalik@me.gatech.edu; tskress@aol.com; 
wjshack@anl.gov 
Date: 09/13/2006 3:50:43 PM 
Subject: Draft DG-1145 

As a request from Dave Fischer, I am sending a CD containing the DG-1145 sections and will be sending 
hard copies (as requested) in the snail mail to each member. To view the Reg Guide now, click on the 
link below. 

http://ruleforum.llnl.gov/cgi-bin/downloader/rg lib/123-0197.htm 

Any questions, please contact Dave at 415-6889 or dcf@nrc.gov. 

Thanks 

Jessie 

cc: David Fischer; Michael Snodderly 
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UNITED STATES� 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION� 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 - 0001� 

November 15, 2006 

MEMORANDUM TO: Tom Kress, Chairman 
Future Plant Designs Subcommittee 

FROM: David C. Fischer, Senior Staff Engineer 

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT FOR THE MEETING OF THE FUTURE 
PLANT DESIGNS SUBCOMMITTEE, NOVEMBER 30, 2006, IN 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

The purpose of this memorandum is to forward written materials for your use in preparing for 
the meeting of the ACRS Future Plant Designs Subcommittee on November 30, 2006. The 
purpose of the meeting is to summarize and discuss the technical content of Draft Regulatory 
Guide DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)," 
public comments on DG-1145, and public comment resolution. 

Attendance by the following members and consultants is anticipated and reservations have 
been made at the following hotels for the nights of November 29 & 30, 2006, unless otherwise 
indicated. 

Kress RESIDENCE INN 
Armijo BETH. N. MARRIOTT 
Banerjee BETH. N. MARRIOTT 
Bonaca BETH. N. MARRIOTT 
Corradini BETH. N. MARRIOTT 
Shack RESIDENCE INN 
Sieber RAMADA INN 
Wallis RESIDENCE INN 

Please notify Ms. Barbara Jo White at 301-415-7130 if you need to change or cancel the above 
reservations. 

Attachments: 
1. Agenda 
2. Status report 

cc: ACRS Members 
cc wlo attach: J. Larkins 

M. Snodderly 
C. Santos 
S. Duraiswamy 



ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 
DRAFT REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145� 

"COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION"� 
NOVEMBER 30 I 2006 

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I.� Table of Contents 1 

II.� Proposed Agenda , , 2 

III.� Status Report for Review of DG-1145 , . , ' , 3-12 

Attachments: 
1.� S. Armijo's Specific Comments on DG-1145 (The e-mail version of the status report will 

also include Chapter C.1.4, "Reactor" of DG-1145 with Sam's embedded notes as 
summarized in Attachment 2) 

2.� Staff's draft vugraphs for the DG-1145 Overview Presentation for 11-30-06 
Subcommittee meeting 

3.� Internet link to DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants 
(LWR Edition)" 
http://ruleforum.llnl.gov/cgi-bin/downloader/rgJib/123-0197.htm 

4.� NEI Comments on DG-1145 dated October 20,2006 

Cognizant ACRS Member:� Dr. Tom Kress 

Cognizant ACRS Staff Engineer: David Fischer 
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Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards� 
Future Plant Designs Subcommittee� 

Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145� 
November 30, 2006� 

Rockville, MD� 

-PROPOSED AGENDA-�

Cognizant Staff Engineer: David C. Fischer DCF@NRC.GOV (301) 415-6889� 

Topics 

I Opening Remarks 

II Staff Introductory Remarks 

III DG-1145 Overview 
- Purpose 
- Format and Structure 
- Developmental Basis 
- Status 

IV PRA I RTNSS I RAP 

BREAK 

IV PRA I RTNSS I RAP 

V COL Action Items 

LUNCH 

VI ITAACI DAC 

VII Operational Programs 

VIII Workshop Issues 
- Design Finality 
- COL Information Availability 
- Inspections liTAAC 
-FOAKE/EDV 

BREAK 

IX Characterization of Public Comments 

X Industry Comments 

XI Summary I Plans for Full Committee 

Presenters 

T. Kress, ACRS 

D. Matthews, NRR 

E. Oesterle, I\IRR 

D. Harrison, NRR 
P. Prescott, NRR 

D. Harrison, NRR 
P. Prescott, NRR 

E. Oesterle, NRR 

E. Oesterle, NRR 

E. Oesterle, NRR 

E. Oesterle, NRR 

E. Oesterle, NRR� 

Russell Bell, NEI� 

T. Kress, ACRS 

NOTE: 

Presentation Time 

8:30 am - 8:40 am 

8:40 am - 8:45 am 

8:45 am - 9:45 am 

9:45 am - 10:30 am 

10:30 am - 10:45 am 

10:45 am - 11 :30 am 

11 :30 am -12:00 pm 

12:00 pm - 1:00 pm 

1:00 pm -1:30 pm 

1:30 pm - 2:00 pm 

2:00 pm - 3:00 pm 

3:00 pm - 3:15 pm 

3:15 pm - 4:00 pm 

4:00 pm - 4:45 pm 

4:45 pm - 5:00 pm 

•� Presentation time should not exceed 50 percent of the total time allocated for a specific 
item. The remaining 50 percent of the time is reserved for discussion. 

•� 35 copies of the presentation materials to be provided to the Subcommittee. 
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MEETING OF THE� 
ADVISORY COMMITIEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS� 

FUTURE PLANT DESIGNS SUBCOMMITTEE� 
DRAFT REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145� 

NOVEMBER 30, 2006� 
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND� 

- STATUS REPORT-

The purpose of Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145, "Combined License Applications for Nuclear 
Power Plants (LWR Edition)," is to provide guidance regarding the information to be submitted in 
a Combined License (COL) application for a nuclear power plant. As such, this guide is 
intended to address many, albeit not all, of the application options allowed by the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Title 10, Part 52. Although a COL applicant is not required to conform to 
this guidance, its use will facilitate both the applicant's preparation of a COL application and 
timely review of the application by the NRC staff. 

The COL application is comprised of the various application items listed below: 

Final Safety Analysis Report 
Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment 
Environmental Report 
Security Plan 
General and Financial 
Quality Assurance Program Description 

This draft Regulatory Guide was made publicly available on September 1, 2006, on the NRC 
website and the 45 day public comment period officially began on September 6, 2006, upon 
posting in the Federal Register. The public comment period closed on October 23, 2006. 

By and large, DG-1145 contains guidance on what to include in a COL application. It generally 
does not contain the acceptance criteria or review procedure for evaluating the information 
provided in the COL application. The acceptance criteria and review procedures would be 
contained in the related Regulatory Guides and Standard Review Plan Sections. The 
Committee underwent a separate effort to review the "high-priority" regulatory guides and 
standard review plan (SRP) sections being developed or revised in support of new reactor 
licensing. The staff has made, and will continue to make, every effort to ensure that the scope 
and level of detail of the information to be provided in the COL application (i.e., as described in 
DG-1145) is consistent with the guidance and acceptance criteria provided in the revised (or 
new) regulatory guides and SRP sections. 

In the public meetings on September 22 and October 3,2006, I\lEI discussed three steps 
for continuing the public engagement on DG-1145. 

1.� Hold public meetings in December 2006 and, if necessary, in January 2007, to 
discuss the disposition of the stakeholder comments and open items. 
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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. 

NEI said that 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. NEI said that 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. 

STRUCTURE OF DG-1145 

The regulatory positions presented in Section C of this guide are divided into four parts. 

Part I,� Col Applicants Who Are Not Referencing Certified Designs 

Part I addresses the information requirements specified in 10 CFR 52.79, "Contents of 
Applications; Technical Information in Final Safety Analysis Report." Part I is intended to provide 
COL applicants with guidance regarding the information that the staff needs to resolve all safety 
issues related to the proposed combined license. Moreover, Part I is intended to be used by 
COL applicants who are not referencing certified designs. Part I includes 19 sections. Section 
C.1.1 provides broad generic guidance, although COL applicants have the option not to maintain 
some of this information in Chapter 1 of the final safety analysis report (FSAR). Sections 
C.1.2-C. I. 17 are based on the existing guidance provided in Regulatory Guide 1.70, "Standard 
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants," although the NRC 
staff has updated the gUidance in those sections to reflect the current information requirements 
for COL applications. By contrast, Sections C.1.18-C.1.19 present information requirements that 
are not addressed in Regulatory Guide 1.70. In addition, the reader should note that Sections 
C.1.2-C.1.19 correspond to Chapters 2-19 of NUREG-0800, "Standard Review Plan [SRP] for 
the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants." The level of information 
needed for those sections depends on the complexity of the topic. 

Part II,� COL Applicant Referencing a Custom Design 

Part II of Section C addresses the information requirements specified in 10 CFR 52.80, 
"Contents of Applications; Additional Technical Information." In particular, these information 
requirements include the probabilistic risk assessment (PRA); inspections, tests, analyses, and 
acceptance criteria (ITAAC); and the environmental report. Use of the guidance in Part II 
assumes that a COL applicant is referencing a custom design. Together, Parts I and II 
are intended to represent the bulk of the technical information that an applicant should include 
in a COL application. 

Part III,� COL Applicants Who Reference Either A Certified Design or Both a Certified 
Design and an Early Site Permit (ESP) 
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Part III of Section C is intended to be used by COL applicants who reference either a certified 
'design or both a certified design and an early site permit (ESP). Part III includes seven sections. 
Section C.111.1 is intended to address the topics that the NRC staff will review in a COL 
application that references a certified design. By contrast, Section C.1I1.2 addresses the 

.remaining review topics for applications that reference both a certified design and an ESP. The 
gUidance provided in both of these sections was derived from information presented in Part I of 
this guide. Section C.1I1.3 addresses the finality of an environmental impact statement 
associated with an ESP. Section C.1I1.4 provides generic guidance on addressing COL 
action/information items in COL applications. Section C.1I1.5 provides recommendations for COL 
applicants who reference certified designs that include design acceptance criteria (DACs). 
Section C.1I1.6 provides recommendations for coordinating the submittal of COL applications with 
design certifications and/or ESP applications that are under NRC review at the time the COL 
application is submitted. Finally, Section C.1I1.7 provides a process for developing the additional 
ITAAC necessary for applications that reference a certified design. 

Part IV, Miscellaneous Topics Of interest to Col Applicants 

Part IV of Section C includes 12 sections that address a series of miscellaneous topics 
of interest to COL applicants. Section C.IV.1 includes the checklist that the NRC will use 
to perform its acceptance review of a COL application. Section C.IV.2 provides guidance 
and recommendations for the format of a COL application, with a particular focus on 
those that applicants submit electronically. Section C.IV.3 provides a general description 
of the change processes associated with custom COL applications and those that reference 
a certified design and/or an ESP. Section C.IVA provides guidance for use in implementing 
SECY-05-0197, "Review of Operational Programs in a Combined License Application 
and Generic Emergency Planning Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria." 
Section C.IV.5 provides submittal guidance for the general and financial information that a COL 
application is required to include. Section C.IV.6 provides guidance regarding information to be 
included in the site redress plan and requests for limited work authorizations. Section C.IV.7 
discusses pre-application activities that the NRC staff and the prospective applicant should 
perform before an application is submitted. Section C.IV.8 provides information on dealing with 
generic issues. Section C.IV.9 is reserved for future use. Section C.IV.1 0 provides guidance on 
handling the regulatory treatment of non-safety systems. Section C.IV.11 is reserve for future 
use. Finally, Section C.IV.12 discusses the applicability of industry guidance. Appendix A 
provides the questions and comments received during the public workshops on DG-1145 and 
the proposed staff responses. 

Appendix I (or possibly A), Responses to Public Comments on DG-1145 

The comments and draft responses in the Appendix are organized by their corresponding� 
section in DG-1145 (e.g., C.1.1, C.1. 2, C.1.3, ... , C.11.1, CI1.2, C.11.3, ... , C.1I1.1, CIII. 2, ... ).� 

NEI COMMENTS ON DG-1145 

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: 
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1)� 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 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.1I1.1.47-48 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 
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 
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. 

b.� 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 Iyear, the CCFP 
would translate into a containment failure frequency of approximately 10-8 Iyear. 
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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 plant
specific 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.11.2.2.5 and 
Section C.11.2, 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 additionallTAAC 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. 

7)� DG-1145 contains placeholders in Sections C.11.3 and C.1I1.3 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.1.1.1 0 and C.1I1.1.9) 
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9)� Appendix I documents I\IRC 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.1.13.1.2.1-1 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. 

The industry comments in Enclosure 1 to NEl's October 20,2006, letter 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"). 

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 DG
1145, NEI included the NRC's Appendix I comment number for reference. 

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.1I1.8, Electric Power; C.1.11, 
Radioactive Waste Management; C.1.17.6, Description of Applicant's Program for 
Implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, the Maintenance Rule; and C.1.18, Human Factors 
Engineering. 

ACRS MEMBER COMMENTS 

Jack Sieber 11/07/2006 3:44 PM 

As you know, these sections are difficult to review, since we do not have a library of applicable 
codes and standards at home, and I need to use the NRC web site (which doesn't always work 
properly) to view the referenced Regulatory Guides. However, I am familiar with most of the 
applicable codes and standards which are referenced in the two sections assigned to me. 

What I notice most are the things that seem to be missing. For example, in the reactor coolant 
system section, I did not see any requirement for the applicant to supply drawings of hangers, 
supports (both pipe and component supports) and restraints (whip (if any) and seismic 
restraints). Also, when describing the materials of the system, I think that iso drawings are very 
helpful, if they are annotated with base and weld metal compositions. 

Also, besides knowing the chemistry, it is good to have a record of pre and post fabrication and 
weld heat treatments. Also, a description of any repairs made (and what sections of the ASME 
Code (or Code Cases) allow the repair to be made). There are other issues that should be 
elaborated on in this section, related to its fabrication, erection, testing and qualification of the 
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piping, components and supports. 

In the area of Electric Power Systems, I would like to see the Applicant describe its plant 
electrical grounding system. I would like to see some typical three wire diagrams along with a 
full set of single line drawings which show the protection components. 

I also believe that the analysis required for grid stability calcs does not fully bound all possible 
vulnerabilities. Perhaps what is asked for is the best that one can do, since we do not describe 
a real design basis as to what we expect the electric power grid to be able to do. Since many 
applicants do not have control of the grid to which their plant is connected. Again, perhaps this 
is the best that can be done. 

Also, there is a standard referenced for coordinated electrical protection, but no description of 
the electrical protection scheme is requested. Since electrical protection is well understood, 
perhaps no further information is needed - except for single line drawings. 

I did not find any reference to fire protection except a reference as to the separation criteria for 
electrical systems. Where does a description of the fire protection program come in? 

I also reviewed the I & C section. I have some comments, but since this section was not 
assigned to me, I will not comment unless some missing piece is evident. Otherwise, the I & C 
section looks OK to me, without breaking new ground. The description matches the rules in 
place today. 

I wonder if a one day meeting will be enough to review this document? I think that there is a lot 
of information contained in it and that the review is complex, since it has so many references. 
Does I\lRR plan to discuss each section individually? If so, in what detail? If not, are we just to 
show up with our list of questions? 

I think that it would be a good idea for us to know exactly what I\IRR plans to say so that we can 
prepare properly. 

Said Abdel-Khalik 11/12/20066:02 PM 

I have reviewed Chapters 7 (Instrumentation & Controls) and Chapter 10 (Steam and Power 
Conversion System) of DG-1145. The following comments are offered: 

I. Chapter 7 -- Instrumentation & Controls: 

My questions pertain to items 6 and 7 of Appendix C.1.7-A (Digital Instrumentation and Control 
Systems Application Guidance). 

Item 6 deals with life cycle process requirements; it specifies that ..... 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." 

Item 7 deals with software life cycle process design outputs; it specifies that ...... A statistically 
valid sample of software design outputs should be provided to confirm with at least 95% 
assurance that they address that they address the functional requirements and ...... 

The questions in both cases deal with the specified 95% confidence level. Why was it selected? 
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and is it adequate for all systems including those important to safety? 

II. Chapter 10 (Steam & Power Conversion System) 

Section C.1.10.3.5 deals with Water Chemistry (PWR only). There is no section dealing with 
BWR water chemistry. Will that information be provided in a different Chapter? 

Bill Shack 11/12/2006 11 :31 PM 

Agenda appears OK. It is hard to know without a better overview of the whole document than I 
have at the moment. Others will have similar problems. The information on pipe whip restraints, 
etc. that Jack was looking for in the reactor coolant section is in Chapter 3. 

A few preliminary comments on Chapter 3, which seems to me quite comprehensive and has 
been updated to reflect recent experience. 

The leak-before-break discussion is pretty good in terms of all the items that should be 
considered, but why after 20 years or so is there no RG on LBB. One appeared imminent about 
5 years ago, but nothing appears to be even an official draft. I expect all applicants to try to take 
advantage of LBB as much as possible. Maybe licensees and the staff have enough experience 
after all the submittals that have been made and reviewed, but then it would possible to 
formalize it in a RG. 

Discussion on flow induced loadings now includes acoustic modes as well as flow induced 
vibrations and steam dryers are highlighted. 

Why no reference to the RG (and Draft RG) on tornado winds in 3.3? 

Discussion of aircraft hazards is interesting but only addresses accidents: 

"The aircraft hazard analysis should provide an estimate of the total aircraft hazard probability 
per year. Aircraft accidents that could lead to radiological consequences in excess of the 
exposure guidelines of 10 CFR 50.34(a)(1) with a probability of occurrence greater than an 
order-of-magnitude of 10-7 per year should be considered in the design of the plant. Provide and 
justify the aircraft selected as the design-basis impact event, including its dimensions, mass 
(including variations along the length of the aircraft), energy, velocity, trajectory, and energy 
density." 

Tom Kress 11/13/2006 1:08 PM 

I have reviewed my chapters of DG-1145 which are: 

1. Introduction &General Description of Plant 
14. Initial Test Program and ITAAC -- Design Certification 
20. Generic Issues. 

Believe it or not, I have no comments on these chapters. If the rest of the reviewers have the 
same reaction, it is going to be a dull meeting. I presume the process will be that the staff will 
give a very brief statement of what is in a chapter and then ask for any comments. I liked what 
Jack Sieber did in looking for what was missing rather than what was there. Perhaps I could 
persuade him and Otto to look at Chapter 14 which, by the way, is called Verification Program in 
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the DG. They both know a hell of a lot more about that subject than I do which is very little. 

My only real issue with the DG is that there should be a requirement and 
guidance on having to do a site specific Level-3 risk assessment. This may very 
well be a part of the Environmental Impact Statement but I think it should 
be explicitly stated in this RG. 

Michael Corradini 11/13/2006 1:42 PM 

I have looked over my two sections (assignments are section 6 and 19.2) and my reactions are 
similar for section 6. 

In the area of Engr. Safety Features, the guidance is very specific and complete and I really do 
not have any major issues. I must admit that I am not experienced on what had been specified in 
past documents, but it is my experience that this guidance is much more complete and is a 
result of experience from submittals. 

My observations for section 19.2 is the exact opposite - there is nothing really there in any 
substantive way. I looked at 19.1 and I think that the two are a package and I would wonder 
what GA thinks? I do not see spending the whole day on this if all of our sections have 
these binary results. 

Sam Armijo 11/13/2006 2:48 PM 

I have reviewed Chapter 4 (Reactor) and have found it to be pretty complete. I have included 
my comments in the attachment (Attachment 1). I was not impressed with the level of 
information requested for materials in this chapter, but found a more complete list of requested 
information in Chapter 5 (Reactor Coolant and Connecting Systems) which Jack is reviewing. I 
will 
take a closer look at this and send you my comments later. 

It seems to me that Design Guide should have a special chapter that asks the applicant to 
identify all the materials degradation mechanisms that have plagued the industry and to describe 
what materials selections, fabrication steps, mechanical design, and water chemistry 
specifications they have put it place to prevent failures in new reactors. For example the chapter 
would list the known failure mechanisms each reactor type (for example, IGSCC, IASCC, FAC, 
PWSCC, Thermal Fatigue, denting, vessel embrittlement, etc) and describe why the new 
materials would not be subject to each mechanism. I think it would help the designers focus 
their materials efforts, demonstrate that they have put these problems to bed, and help the staff 
determine if the designs are complete and adequate. Right now it seems that material issues 
are sprinkled all over the DG. 

The industry has spent billions fixing materials failure and degradation issues, and the DG 
should ask for a comprehensive treatment of these issues. 

D. C. Fischer, ACRS Staff 

Section C.II.1, "Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA)" identifies 8 objectives that the COL 
applicant's risk evaluation are supposed to meet. It is not clear to me how practical this 
guidance will be to COL applicants, inasmuch as neither the ASME PRA Standard (ASME RA-S
2002) nor RegUlatory Guide 1.200, "An Approach for Determining the Technical Adequacy of 
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Probabilistic Risk Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities" are not constructed in these 
terms. In addition, while DG-1145 provides PRA-related guidance on the content of a COL 
application, there does not appear to be review procedures and acceptance criteria (e.g., SRP 
guidance) for determining whether an applicant's submittal meets these objectives. Finally, the 
second objective, "Determine how the risk associated with design relates to the Commissions 
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)," introduces what could be a technically challenging and potentially 
problematic metric (Le., LRF). From an editorial perspective, this section often refers to "the 
COL applicant" when it should be referring to the "COL holder" (e.g., in discussing PRA 
updates). 

Section C. IV.10, "Regulatory Treatment of Non-Safety Systems," provides guidance to COL 
applicants, that do not reference a certified design, on the process that should be used to 
determine which non-safety SSCs should receive regulatory treatment. However, there does not 
appear to be review procedures and acceptance criteria (e.g., SRP guidance) for assessing an 
applicant's RTNSS process. In addition, there does not appear to be any guidance for 
assessing the acceptability of an applicant's proposed reliability/availability missions, treatment, 
and regulatory oversight that should be applied to such equipment. 

EXPECTED COMMITTEE'S ACTION 

The Full Committee will gather information, analyze relevant issues and facts, and formulate 
proposed positions and actions, as appropriate, and may prepare a letter to the EDO on 
DG-1145. 

References 

1.� Memorandum dated September 1, 2006, from David B. Matthews, Director, Division of 
New Reactor Licensing, NRR to John T. Larkins, Executive Director, ACRS, Subject: 
Transmittal of Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for 
Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition)" (ML062440120) 

2.� Letter dated October 20, 2006, from Adrian Heymer, Nuclear Energy Institute to Rules 
and Directives Branch, Office of Administration, NRC, Subject: Notice of Availability Draft 
Regulatory Guide DG-1145 "Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants 
(LWR Edition)." ("DG-1145") 71 Fed. Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7, 2006). (ML063000204) 
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November 13, 2006 

S. Armijo's Specific Comments on DG-1145 

C.I.4.2, Fuel System Design 

Should include information related to effects of oxidation and hydriding on the 
mechanical properties of the fuel cladding. 

C.1.4.2.3, Design Evaluation 

(1) Cladding 

(e) With regard to stress-accelerated corrosion: 

This is a strange term for fuel cladding. Should use stress corrosion cracking due to 
pellet clad interaction (PCI) 

(g) With regard to material wastage due to mass transfer: 

I never heard of a mass transfer phenomenon. Are the authors talking about accelerated 
cladding corrosion due to excessive crud deposition and subsequent burnout? If so 
should ask for info on crud-related failure mechanisms. 

Also discuss the following phenomenological models: 

• fuel and cladding temperature distribution 

Probably mean radial power distribution. 

(1) Fuel system damage criteria for all known mechanisms: 

Should insert "failure or performance limiting mechanisms". 

(b) commutative number of strain fatigue cycles 

Should be cumulative number of cycles. 

Describe the processes, inspections, and tests used to ensure that austenitic stainless steel 
components are free from increased susceptibility to intergranular stress-corrosion cracking 
caused by sensitization. If special processing or fabrication methods subject the materials to 
temperatures between 800-1 ,500°F (427-816°C), or involve slow cooling from temperatures 
over 1500°F (816°C), describe the processing or fabrication methods and provide justification to 
show that such treatment will not cause susceptibility to intergranular stress-corrosion cracking. 
Indicate the degree of conformance to the recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.44, "Control 
of the Use of Sensitized Stainless Steel," as well as Position C.5 of Regulatory Guide 1.37, 
"Quality Assurance Requirements for Cleaning of Fluid Systems and Associated Components of 
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Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants," as it relates to controls for abrasive 
steel surfaces. Provide justification for any deviations from these recommendations. 

This paragraph should be changed to read" Describe the processes, inspections, and 
tests used to ensure that austenitic stainless steels are highly resistant to intergranular 
stress corrosion cracking, and that fabrication or special processing methods such as 
heat treatment, cold work, welding or post-weld griding do not create IGSCC 
susceptibility in the reactor coolant environment." 

A similar statement should be written to address PWSCC in PWR coolants. 

Attachment 1 
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Senior Director, New Plant Deployment 
Nuclear Generation Division 
Nuclear Energy Institute 
(202) 739-8094 
fillh@neLorg 
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NUCLEAR ENERGY INSTITUTE 

Adrian P. Heymer 
SENIOR DIRECTOR. NEW PLANT DEPLOYMENT 
NUCLEAR GENERATION DIVISION 

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)." ("DG�
1145") 71 Fed~ Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7,2006).� 

Th~ 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 Federal Register notice.� 

The industry commends the NRC staff for its work in developing the lIOO-page DG�
1145 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: 

1)� 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 (HNEI") 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. 

1776 I STREET. NW SUITE 400 WASHINGTON, DC 20006·3708 PHONE 202.739.8094 FAX 202.785.1898 aph@noi.org 

I 



Rules and Directives Branch 
October 20, 2006 
Page 2 

NRC safety reviews ot 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 i!l 
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.lo8.5. 

4)� Several sections of draft DG-1l45 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 
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 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 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 1O·7/year, 
the CCFP would translate into a containment failure frequency of 
approximately 1O-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. 

c.� COL PRA Information: The guidance should clarify that no additional plant
specific 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.II.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 pri~ciple. 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-1l45 contains placeholders in Sections C.1I.3 and C.lII.3for 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.Ll.10 
and C.lILl.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 CommentC.L13.l.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.L13.1, 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 l. The specific sections are: C.llL8, 
Electric Power; C.I.ll, Radioactive Waste Management; C.L17.6, Description of 
Applicant's Program for Implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, the Maintenance Rule; and 
C.LI8; 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 DG
1145, 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.� Bold 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.� Bold 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, p"leasecontact Russ Bell at 202-739-8087; 
rjb@nei.org or me at 202-739-8094; aph@nei.org. 

Sincerely, 

Adrian P. Beymer 

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-1145, 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 Cateaorv Description 
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 
5 Other - specify 

Column 7 of the table indicates suggested changes to the guidance. 

Attachment 1 provides proposed mark-ups of four sections of DG-1145 that 
reinforce the comments in the main body of the enclosure. The four sections are: 

1) Section C.1I1.8, "Electrical Power" 
2) Section C.1.11, "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-1145. ·COMBINEO LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
Gen t Various NON-FSAR MATERlAL REQUESTS· The document continues 10 1 4 Revise as indicated 

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. II should be dear 
when ~non-FSAR" material is requested. that it can be provided 
separately from the FSAR.: 
C.L6.1.1.1. (2) lesfdata & experience 
C.I.e.3.'.J. software 
C.I.S.3.1.3••-copy althe model 

~ 

C.1.10.2.3.3. procedures 
C.III 1.10 - 2.3.3. mel data� 
Clii. 1.1 0 - 2.5.2.5. dalabase� 
e.lll.l.l0 - 3.11.3. test results documents� 
C.III.1.10 - 3.11.4. test results documents 
C.II1.1.10 - 3.11.5, test results documents 
C.II1. 1.10 - 3.11.6. lest results documents C.III.1.10 -7.1.1 via C.l.7.1
A. Item (7) software design outputs� 
C.1l1.1.10 - 13.1.1.3. resumes� 
C-III.1. 10 - 13.3.1, copy of referenced E plans and ETE� 
C.III.l .10 - 13.3.1. cross-reference 10 requirements, guidance, other 
criteria, etc 
C.III.1.10 - 133.1. EPIPs� 
C.l11.5.1.1, item:3, reference documents� 
C.III.5.1.1, item 4. implementation docs� 
C.III.5.1.1, item 5, confirmation info and output documenls.� 
C.1II.5.1.1. ilem 6. documents tl1at demonstrate EO� 

Gen 1 Various� C.IlI.5.l.1, item 7. demonstration info 1 4 see above 
(continued)� C.III.5.1.1, item 8, demonstration info 

C.1I1.5.1.1, item 9, reference documents 
Each of Ihe C.III items likely has a similar counterpart request in the C.I 
section. 

Page 1 of 13-1� 10120106 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPliCATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNo COMMENT 
CU.1 C.I.1 Guidance refers to the need 10 identify net electrical output for rated and 2 4 Indicate this as approximate and provided for 

destgn thermal power. Of what value is this information, and to what information only. 
axlent is it considered. binding as part of the fSAR? The riel electrical 
output will be Innuanced by many faclors such as house loads that may 
not be known at the time of application. Also, what islhe relevance of 
net adesi n" outout if different from raled Dulout? 

C.I.1.2 C.I.1.1.1 The phrase "whether the plant is colocaled with existing operating 2 4 Replace with .... .including the extent (if any) 10 which 
nuclear power plants· should be clarified as 10 the parameters of the plant is collocated andlor interlaces With a licensed. 
interest. Does it apply to 8 new unit outside the protected area for 1he existing nuclear power plant (i.e .• within the ex.isting 
existing facilily? Outside the exclusion area' boundary? Does the unit's plant's proteded area or exclusion area boundary).
status matter in the definition of ·ooeratin(]-? 

C.I.1.3 C.I.l.l,4 These requirements are less detailed than those in C.I.1.1 • while the 2 3 Oglele section, or at least make two 5Etc(ions consisten 
value of this information and ex.tent to which it is it considered binding a 
part of the FSAR is not clear, the information indicated as required 
should alleast be consistent. 

C.I.1.4 C.I.1.1.5 Absent a clear regulatory basis or relevance of the schedule information 1 4 Submitting II COL application is not 8 commitment to 
requested here, this requirement should be deleted. construct a plant Rather than requesting a schedule 

for completion, this section shou~d request a regulato/y 
commitment for the COL applicant to provide 
construellon and startup information when the decision 
is made 10 conslruct a plant. 

C.1.1.5 C.I.1.1.6.1 (1) "guides- is plural but DG-1145 is the onty guide indicated 3 4 Consider replacing 1.1.6.1 wilh "conformance with 
(2) should indicated conformance' with DG-1145 ensures/obviates need format and conlent guidance of this regUlatory gUide.
10 address RG-1.70 
(3) "DG-114S" should be replaced with RG number when available 

C.I.1.6 C.I.11.6.2 Ambiguous reference '0 SRP conformance 2 4 Insen .....approved as of six months prior to submillal 
dale of aoolication" after "(NUREG-0600l" 

C.I.17 C.I.1.2 In the last sentence change the word "problems
H 

to "considerations." 3 4 Change tho 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 

robtems. 
C.1.1.8 C.I.1.8 There are several examples of using a double negative sentence 2 4 Revise as indicated 

construction or missing words. Also several sentences are nol dear. 
Revise the 3rd sentence to read: "By delinilion. there are no interface 
requirements between standard designs and sile-specific designs for a 
complete facility". 
The 4th sentence needs 10 clarify whal "these CSacuments.. refers 10. 
Revise the 51h sentence: Certified design applications should reference 
the applicable documents. 
the 6th and 7th sentence: ~Ol applicants that reference a certified 
design and/or early site pennit 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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NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR ~OWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

£QMtill!!. DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENCED WORDING 
NO. NRC 101'10. COMMENT 
C.I.1.9· C.l.l.91 C.I.1.9.1 repeats the proposed regulation to provide an assessment of 2 4 Revise as indicated 

"regulatory guides· conformance. This guidance could be modified to 
renecl the specific RG Divisions andlor specific RGs expected to be 
addressed to comply with this regulation. For example, Division 2, 
Research and Test Reactors, would nol be applicable: so. we should 
eliminate Division 2 assessments since they don't addT8ss design or 
operation of commercial power reactors. Further, within Division 4. RG 
4.2 addresses Environmenlal Reports and is nol an appropriate (opic to 
be addressed in the FSAR. See also C.IILl  1.9.1. 

C.l. 1.1 0 C.l.l.9 To determine the scope of applicable RGs, SRPs. generic issues and 2 4 Acknowledge standard '0 be applied as a matter of 
operating experience to be addressed in the COLA, the staff has staled pradice wilt be guidance in effect ·six month~ prior to 
thai it is their current practic;e and intent going forward that the standard applicalion date: The NRC should initiate a 
applied will be six months prior to the application date, 8S the applicant rulemaking to fix the regulations. 
has no control over when the application is docketed. (This comment is 

Itypical of several instances in C.l.1.) 
C.I.1.11 C.I.1.9.1 Use of -any" in "of any departures from the guidance contained in the 2 4 Change to say".. .identification and description of 

NRC's regulatorv ouides," is undulv broad. sionificant departures ..... 
C.I.l.12 C.ll.9.2 Use of "any" in "any differences in design features" is unduly broad 2 4 Change to say •...significant differences in design 

fealures ... • 
C.I.1.13 C.I.1.9.3 Generic Issues. Improvements regarding guidance for the review of 2 4 C.1.1.9.3 should be revised as follows: 

generic issues is noted in C.IV.8 (9/1/06); however, as recognized by th 1. Delete statement thai C.IV.8 contains a listing of 
Staff, other relaled sections in C.l and C.IIl.1/2 have not yet been generic issues. 
updated and are, therefore, inconsistent. In addition, gUidance in C.IV.S 2. Clarify NRC guidance to say that the scope of 
also requires additional clarification regarding the use of NUREG-0933. generic Issues to be included in the COLA is restricted 
Appendix B. Additional comments are prOVided on C.IV.8 to those issues for which a resolution has bean 
1. C.I.1.9.3 mentions a listing of goneric issues in C.lV.8. Section C.lV. reached. 
no kmger contains a listing of generic issues. 3. Provide only summary guidance in Section C.1.1.9.3. 
2. C.I.1.9.3 indicates: "'Those issues that remain open and are Refer reader to C.IV.8 for more detailed guidance on 
technicalty relevant to the COL applicant's design should be addressed generic issues. 
in the application. Remaining ·open" is not dear in that the cited 
proposed Part 52.79{a)(20) is underslood to require COLAs to "include" 
Ihe resolutions for those issues thaI, in fact, have NRC approved 
resolutions. ·Open," therefore, does seem to apply. The Staff should 
restrict issues 10 those for which acceplable resolutions have been 
proposed. 
3. In general, since guidance shoukl be stated once and then 
referenced as needed, it is recommended thaI detailed guidance 
on the scope of generic issue review be induded in C.IV.8. 
Section C.I.1.9.3 should only provide a summary and reference CJV.8 
for detailed guidance. 
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NEI COMMENTS· DG-1145. ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NR" IDNn. COMMENT 
C.1114 C.1.19.4.1 This section slates ~Appljcants for certified designs or oombined 1 1 Revise C.I.1.9.410 make it consistent with proposed 10 

licenses are required to address comparable international operating CFR Part 52 by: 1) eliminating subsection C.I.1.9.4.1; 
experience in accordance with proposed 10 eFR 52.47(a)(19) and 2) adding a statement at the end of C.I.1.9.4 
(52.47(a)(22) In version released 21 Sap 2006) and 10 CFR indicating that an applicant may provide the necessary 
52.79(a)(37}. respectively. To the extent thallhe design (or portions operating experience information by addressing 
thereof), for which an applicant seeks a design certification or COL. inlernational operating experience as an altemative 10 
originates or is based on internationaJ design. the application should addressing generic letters and bulletins. 
address how international operating experience has contributed 10 lhe 
design process." 

C.I.1.14 C.I.1.9.4.1 NRC's own procedures (e.g.. L1C~Ol) require thorn to factor in 1 1 see above 
(continued) international DE into their own generic OE program; lhis is implicitly 

addressed in our evaluation of the NRC's DE documents. Therefore a 
additi()(lal requirement for the applicant to evaluate international 
operating experience in addition to generic letters J bulletins and should 
not be required. 
Further. the draft guide requires this information only from somB 
applicants; those whose design originates or is based on intemational 
design. It is inequitable 10 impose this addilional requirement on 
designs of "foreign" heritage. because any assessment of "heritage" 
(i.e., the extenllo 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 hcensed design. NRC 
disposition of the industry's May 30 comment in this regard on the Part 
52 rulemaking is pending 

C I1 15 C.I.1.9.5 The following documents are fisted twice: 3 5 Delete redundant entries 
I . . SECY-91-262 

SECY-92-Q53 
SECY·92-Q92 
SECY-93-Q87 
SECY-94-Q84 
SECY-94-302 

C.1.2.1 cn The last sentence of the first paragraph is ambiguous and requires 3 4 GJarify statemenllo indicate that information related to 
clarification in that it stales lhat the "adequacy of site characteristics site characteristics such as frequency. probabilities an 
need to be addressed from a safety viewpoint." The plant design and magnitude may be used to bolster statements 
operalion needs to be discussed from a safety viewpoint relative to site pertaining to adequacy of facility design. 
characteristics. 

C.1.2.2 C.1.2.4.5.1 RG1.70 calls for the determinalion of a more severe meteorological win 1 4 Request Guidance with resped to limits relative (0 use 
syslem lhan actually recorded ...based upon meteorological reasoning. of meteorological reasoning as a basis to support 
DG 1145 does not refer to the ability 10 utilize meteorological reasoning conclusions. 
to exclude "incredible" events 
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NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO COMMENT 
C.L2.3 C.L2.4.12.3 CJ.2.4-1� This section tends to comply with RG1.70 section 2.4.13.3 in terms of 1 4 Requires clarificaLion as to intent. If we are required to 

content requirements. DG1145 reqUires conservative analysis be evaluate all pathways then this could be a considerabl 
performed of all groundwater pathways for a liquid effluent release; effort. 
RG1.70 requires a conservative analysis of postulated accidental 
release of liquid radioactive material al 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. OG1145 requires analysis of al 
groundwater pathways. 

C.I.2.4 C.L2.4.12.5� This Section is compliant with the requirements of RG1.70 seclion 2 4 Clarify use of "Site Characteristic" terminology in 
(1)� 2.4.13.5 with the exception thai OGl145 uses the terminology "Srte DG1145� 

Characteristics in lieu 0' the RG1.70 terminology "Oesign Bases·� 
interchangeably. This is confusing.� 

CL2.5� C.L2.4.125 RG1.70 defines the design basis groundwater level whereas DG1145 3 4 Employ RG1.70 definition of groundwater level 
(2)0 does not 

C.L2.6 C.L2.1.3.1� The subject section calls for current ~residential population~ to be 1 4 To better align this guidance with Reg. Guide 4.2 and 
indicated on appropriate maps. Census data would ger,erally be used census bureau terminology, change "residential 
for this population segment and would likely include not only "residential population" to "residenl population.~ 

(strictly speaking) but also other persons, such as those in boarding 
schools, colleges, universities. etc. A more appropriale and clearer tern 
would be "resident population" consistent with th~ use of "resident" in 
Reg. Guide 4.2 and census bureau terminology 

C.1.2.7� C.1.2.2.3.1 "Accident category (If discusses the consideration of potential missiles 2 4 It is recommended that Section C.I.2.2.3.1 be revised 
generated by explosions involving hazardous material. Category (1) in to clarify explicitly that missile evaluations need not be 
Section C.1.2.2.3.1 could be read to say that an evaluation of missiles provided in the FSAR if the blast overpressure criteria 
should be considered regardless of the blast over-pressure prediction. is met or if the probability of occurrence of the SUbject 
However, per Reg, Guide 1.91, (referenced in Section C.I,2.2.3.1). ~U evenl is less than 10-7 per year. 
the overpressure criteria of Reg. Guide 1.91 is exceeded, the effects of 
missiles must be considered.~ Furthermore, even if the blasl 
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.I.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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NEI COMMENTS -DG-1145. ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDiTION) 

COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1.2.8 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC IDNO. 

C.1.2.3.3 
COMMENT 
Section C.1.2.3.3 prescribes the time for which data must be collected 
and ·provided at docketing," Docketing occurs atter submittal and 
completion of the Staffs acct:tplance 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. 

PRIORITY 

1 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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 conclude 
in time to allow for appropriate data review, analysis. 
etc. 

C.1.2.9 CI.2.3.3 The industry concurs with the StaN response to comment C.1.2.3.3-1 
regarding the COL applicant's providing alleast one annual cycle of 
meteorological data with the applie:alion and subsequent submittal at the 
complete 2-year data sel when collected. However, the Staff elected no 
to reflect t~is disposition via change in DG·1145. 

2 4 It is anticipated that the sUbject approach. discussed b 
the Staff in response to comment C.I.2.3.3·1. will likely 
be often adopled 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. 

C.I.2.10 C.I.2.5.1.2 The scale of the maps requested in the subject guidance is far 100 large 
lor the needed purpose. the scale requested will require up to 4~6 large 
~D" size plates in Ihe 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. 85 appropriate. should be provided. 

C.1.3.1 

C.1.3.2 

C.1.3.6.3 

C.1.3.7.1.1.1 

CI.3.6.3-5 Statement of (2)(a) requires to "provide as built drawing(s) of piping 
geometry. It is impossible to address this requirement althe time of CO 
application. 

Typo: in (1), change "teeN to "free~ 

2 

3 

2 

5 

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

Revise as noted 

C.1.3.3 C.I.3.7.2.1 Although lhis section and other sections use NSeismic Category II" as 
one of SSCs category of seismic design, (he definition is not specified 

2 3 Add definition of "Seismic Category Ir. 
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NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.3.4 C.I.3.7.1.1.1. All these sections have requirements for ground motion time histories to 2 4 Implement NUREG/CR-6726 recommendations 

CI.3.7.1.1.2. meel spectrum matching for multiple damping values and to envelop a 
& C.1.3.7.2.5 target PSO (Power Spectral Density). These requirements ar.e 

applicable it site-independent RG 1.60 ground spectra are considered a 
design spectra. For COL planls a site-specific SSE ground spectrum 
will be developed from a PSHA (Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis) 
in acrordance with RG 1.165 or equivalent. In a recenl NRC-sponsored 
study NUREG/CR-6728. Technical Basts lor Regulatory Guidance on 
Design Ground Motions: Hazard- and Risk-Consislent Ground Molion 
Spectra Guidelines. spectrum matching for damping other than 5% and 
target PSD enveloping are not required. 

C.I3S C.1.3.7.2.13 & These two sections address same subject for dams. 3 4 Eliminate either section. 
C.1.3.7.3.8 

C.1.3.6 C.1.3.7.4.6 Descnption of implementation program for the seismic monitDring 1 2 This program would not be available at the time of COL 
program is not a requirement in the existing SRP. application and is not necessary tD support COLA. 

C.1.3.7 C.1.3.B4.5 ANSI/AISC N690·1984 is mentioned. Does it mean that only the 1984 3 4 Please clarify 
edition is acceptable? -

C.I3.8 C.1.3.2.1 (3rd Clarify what sections of Regulatory Guide 1.29 provide 3 4 Add ·Positions C.1 and C.3" after Regulatory Guide 
para. 2nd recommendations for Seismic Category t SSCs. 1.29 in the second sentence 
sentence) 

C.1.3.9 C.1.3.2.1 (3,d Clarify what sections at Regulatory Guide 1.29 provide 3 4 Add "Positions C.2 and C.4" after Regulatory Guide 
para. 5th rocommendations for non-Seismic Category I SSCs whose failure could 1.29 in the fifth sentence. 
senlence) reduce the functioning of a Seismic Category I sse or could result in 

incapacitating injury to control room personnel. 

C.1.3.10 C.1.3.2.2 (3rd Add Regulatory Guide 1.151 to the 3rd paragraph to be consistent with 3 3· Add ~and Regulatory Guide 1.151 ~ to the first and last 
para) the 2nd paragraph. sentence. 

C.1.3.11 C.1.3.9.6.2 CJ.3.9.6.2 (4) states "and include this information in the technical 2 4 Delete portion of sentence containing "and include this 
specifications." information in the technical specifications.~ 

This level of detail is no longer included in the Improved Technical 
Specifications. Section 5.5 

C.1.312 CI.3.9.6.3 C.I.3.9.6.3 (4) states "and include this intormation in the techl1ical 2 4 Delete portion of sentence containing ~and inclUde this 
specifications . intonnalion In the technIcal specificatlons.~. 

This level of detail is no longer included in the Improved Technical 
Specifications. Section 5.5. 

C.1.3.13 C.1.3.2.2 Typographical error. The last sentence should read: .. .. Regulatory 3 5 Add correction . 
Guide 1.26 or RegUlatory Guide 1. 143.~ 
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NEI COMMENTS· DG·1145. "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.3.14 C.I.3.5.12 The second sentence reads as follows: "These ant the SSCs whose 1 1 Delete "to a cold condition assuming an additional 

failure could lead to otfsite radiological consequences. or those required single failur~" from the end of the second sentence. 
for safe plant shutdown to a cold condition assuming an additional 
single failure." The words in italics are confusing and do not conform 
to 8xistina r9<lulation. 

C.1.3.15 C.I.3.5.1.2 The third sentence reads: "Missiles assodated with over speed failures 1 1 Add "Credible" at the beginning of the third sentence. 
of rotating components ..... The types of missiles should be clarified as 
those thai are ·credible ," 

C.I.3.16 C.1.3.6.2.1 The requested information in this provision (i.e. details of the 1 2 The criteria to be used shOUld be specified in the 
containment penetrations (etc), the number of pipe breaks. their application and the detailed information would be 
locations, the presence of postUlated cracks, and rupture orientation) is available during plant construction. 
not expected to be available for COL and is not necessary to support 
COLA.' 

C.1.3.17 C.I.3.6.2.2 Other than the design criteria, the requested detailed information for the 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
guard pipe assemblies is not expected to be available for COL and is no available during constructiC?". 
necessary to SUDoort COLA. 

C.I.3.18 C.1.3.6.2.3 The requested infonnation for the analyses results is not expected to be 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
available tor COL and is not necessary to sUDDorl COLA. available durinQ oonstnlction. 

C.1.319 C.I.3.6.2.5 The requested infonnation (Le. final oonfigurations, locations, and 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
orientations) is not eltpected to be available for COL and Is nol available during construction. 
necessarv 10 sunnOfC COLA. 

C.I.3.20 C.1.3.6.6 The requested information is not expected to be available in its entirety 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed informalion 
for COL and is not necessarv to suooort COLA. available durina construction. 

C.1.3.21 C.1.3.7.1 Reference is made to the OBE. Designing for an aBE is no longer a 1 1 Remove reference to CBE. 
CI.3.7.1.1 requirement. 
C.1.3.7.1.1.1 
C.L3.7.1.1.2 
C.1.3.7.1.2 
C.1.3.8.1.3 
C.1.3.8.2.3 
C.1.3.8.3.3 
C.1.3.8.4.3 

C1.3.22 C.1.38.2.7 Editorial In first sentence, ~S9ction HI'· should read "Section III." 3 5 COffect ~Section Hr 10 ·Seclion IW. 
C.1.3.23 C.1.3.8.3.6 ANSI N45.2.5 is an inactive national standard. The replaceme~t 2 3 Change "ANSI N45.2.5"10 "ASMENQA-l: 

reference is to ASME NQA-1. 
C.1.3.24 C.I.3.8.4.5 ANSI/AISC N690·1984 is a superseded edition. Use latest version 3 4 Delete ~1984." 

C.1.3.25 C.I.3.9.2.1 The requested infonnalion in items (1) to (5) is not expected (0 be 2 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
completely available for COL and is not necessary 10 support COLA available during construction. 
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NEI COMMENTS· DG-1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (lWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.3.26� C.1.3.9.3.1 C.1.3.9.3.1. second paragraph, item (3) seeks a surftmary of maximum 1 2 Modify C.1.3.9.3.1 and C.lll.l. Sec.3.9.3.1 to state that 

C.lIl.1.Sec sttess. deformation, and cumulative usage factor values for alt ASME the ASME required design specification and design 
3.9.3.1� Code Class I components. This information will nol be available at the report will be prepared according to ASME Code 

lime of COLA and is not necessary to support COLA. The cumulative Section III for Glass I components and made available 
usage factor values will be contained in the ASME required design for NRC audit prior to fuel load. 
report, which requires reconciliation with the as·built configuration.' 
Consistent with industry'S position in NEI 04-01 Rev E, Appendix H, lien 
3-18,lhe ASME required design specification and design report should 
be made available for NRC audit prior to fuel load. This comment also 
aonlies to C.1l1.3.9.3.1. 

C.1.3.27� C.1.3.9.3.J The requested information in paragraph 2 (Le. program results. 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
stresses. deformations. Ea. etc) is not expected to be completely available during construction. 
available lor COL and is nol necessary to support COLA. , 

C.1.3.28� C.1.3.9.3.4 The requested information in the second paragraph (i.e. the results of 1 2 Add provision to mBke the detailed infor!Tlation 
the analysis and/or lest programs) is not expected to be available for available during construction. 
COL and is nol necesS3rv to support"COLA. 

C.1.3.29� C.1.3.12.6.1 Piping supports, supplementary steel, and instrumentation supports 2 4 Add "and AISC N690" whenever the ASME NF 
C.1.3.12.6.9� traditionally have b.ean in compliance with ASME NF and AISC, with. provIsion Is Identified. 
C.1.3.12.6.12� jurisdictional boundaries identified in the FSAR. These three sections� 

should also address AISC N690 Code.� 
C.1.3.30� C.1.3.6.3 C.1.3.6.3-1 OG-1145. Appendix I provided response to 8 number 01 issues raised 2 4 Make the indicated modifications. 

CI3.6.3-2 about the conlent of C.1.3.6.3. The NRC responded that. as a resull of 
C.1.36.3-3 public comments, "Section 3.6.3(1 )(a) will be modifiedw 

, ·Section 
C.1.3.6.3-4 3.6.3(lXb) will be modified", "Sedion 3.6.3(2)(a) will be modified", and 
C.1.3.6.3-5 ~Section 3.6.3(2)(c} will be modifiedw OG·1145 has not been revised to• 

C.I.3.6.3-6 incorporate any changes to the above referenced paragraphs. 

C.I.3.31� C.1.3.11 The refer~nce in the first paragraph 10 10CFR50.49 and mechanical 3 1 Remove reference to 10CFR50.49 from this paragraph 
equipment, is not conect. That is because 50.49 does not address 
mechanical equipment. 

C.1.3.32� C.I.3.11.2 The follOWing commentsl observations for this section are; 3 1 Remove reference to 10CFR50.67, RG 1.30. RG 1.151 
a. Inclusion of RG 1.30 is incorrect, 3S this RG pertains to QA� and RG 1.83 from this paragraph. 
requirements and not to EO requirements and it is therefore, outside the 

. scope of Ea. 
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.� 
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NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATEO PRIORITY .M§!§ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.3.33 C.1.3.7.1 Sections 3.7.1 as written renect pass requirements associated with lise 1 4 Clarify as indicated. 

of generic design ground response spectra. e.g., RG 1.60 design gr.oun 
response spectra. There are fundamental differences between generic 
SSE design ground response spedra 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 011 5 percent damped spectra. The 
associated ground motion time histories therefore should only need to 
match the 5 percenl 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 NUREGfCR-6728. 

C.1.3.33 CL3.7.1 If response spectrum analysis instead of lime history analysis is used to 1 4 seB above 
(continued) determine building response for design, then site-specific SSE design 

ground response spectra at appropriate damping values should be 
provided Seclion 3.7.1 should clarify that there is a single location or 
[;oohol point for the SSE free-field ground motion reSponse spectra at 
the free ground surtace and that location depends on the soil 
characteristics at the site. That location, depending on site conditions, 
can either be the top 01 finish grade or an outCfOP or hypothetical 
outcrop at a location of the top competent material (or the site. NUREG
0600 provides this clarification 

C1.3.34 C.1.311 This section requires submil1al of EQ testing requirements, accident 1 3 Revise this section to be consistent with Section 
environments, and milestone schedules that won't be available at the C.1.13.4. 
time the COLA is submitted. The EQ program information requirements 

C.1.4.1 C.1.4 C.1.4-2 
are outlined in DG-1 145 Section C.1.13.4 
Given thai the reactor vendors are constantly working to improve fuel , 1 Revise the text 01 C.1.4 to refer to the information 
and core design (Note INPO's objective of Zero fuel failure by 2010), the required to be SUbmitted as reference, typical or 
informahon requested by DG-1145 is 100 prescriptive. OG-1145 should bounding fuel design information, with final fuel design 
cleariy indicate that the information to be supplied is a.reference or information to be supplied by the applicant prior to fuel 
typical fuel design recognizing the actual fuel and core design will be loading, rather than at the time of COL application, 
developed using fuel and core design methods approved by the NRC fa 
the intended application consistent with the Plant license. The actuat 
fuel and core design may change, thus DG-1145 should acknOWledge 
that any changes following a COL application should be consistent with 
the current process for refueling current (at the time of luelloading) 
operatina Dlants. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.4.2 C.l4.2.2 Definition of "'Inal (FSAR) design drawing~ is undear. 2 4 Revise the paragraph 10 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, critk:allolerances. sealing 
and handling k:latures. methods of support. internal 
pressurization. fission gas spaces, bumable poison 
conlent. and internal components." 

C.1.4.3 C.1.4.2.3 The bulleted information under the headings ~phenomenologicalmodels 3 5-typo Under tt)e heading, "Also discuss the following 
and ·fuel system damage criteria" conlain typographical errors. phenomenological models:" 

In the first bullet, change "radicar to "radial;· 
In the 13th bullet, change "knudsen- to -Knudsen;" 
In the 14th bUllet, change -contracr to "contact." 

I Under the heading, "In addition, provide 'he following 
information: Item (1 l, "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): 
ChaJlge "maintaining" to ·keeping· in paragraph (h), 
and also add the word "maintain· between "to" and 
"control." 

In Item (3) 0' this heading. paragraph (b), change 
"systems" to "system: 

C.1.4.4 C.1.4.6.310 Sections are duplicated 3 5-lypo Remove duplicated sections. 
C.1.4.6.5 

C.I.5.1 C.1.52.1.1 In the fourth line of the paragraph under this section, please clarity why 1 2 Revise the third sentence of the paragraph to state, 
the component order date of each Class 1 component within the RePB "The applicable component code and code edition and 
is required 10 be part of the COL application. It does not appear to be addenda of 8ach Class 1 component within the RCPS, 
relevant information for this stage of the licensing process, nor, if 
required. will this information be available at the time the application is 
submilted. 

C.1.5.2 C.I.:;.2.1.2 The fourth sentence of the paragraph discusses the use of Regula'ory J 4 Delele the word, "generally," before the word, 
Guide 1.84 to identify those ASME Code Cases thal are 'generally "acceptable: in Ihe fourth sentence, 
acceptabl8~ (emphasis added) to the NRC staff. The industry Add, ". !ncluding conditions for approval identified in 
recognizes that RG 1.&4 identifies Code Cases that are acceptable to RG 1.84," at the end of the fifth senlence after "1.84." 
the NRC, and that some Gode Cases are acceptable only under 
condilions identified in RG 1.84. Additional specificity should be added 
to avoid ambiauitv. 

C.1.5.3 C.I.5.2.3.1 In the last sentence of the paragraph, lhe requir8>ment to Yidenlify the 2 4 Delete "and final metallurgical condition" from the last 
final metallurgical condition" of the malerial placed in servi.ce (s unclear. sentence of Ihe paragraph 
Please clarify what the term, "metallurgical condition," means or els9 
delete the term. 
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NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.5.4 C.I.5.2.3.2(4) The third sentence of the fourth information request requires the 1 4 Add the word. "leachable," before the word, 

provision of sufficient information on the concentration of chemical "concentrations." 
oompounds to meet Regulatory Guide' .36 requirements. This should 
be clarified 10 address 'the leachable concentrattons, since only 

, 
leachable ions pose a threat (CI or F) or ameliorating benefit (Na or 
5i03) to the promotion of stress-corrosion cracking of auslenitic 
stainless steel. 8S described in the Reoulatorv Guide. 

C.1.5.5 C.I.5.2.3.3(1) This section identifies the requirement 10 submit data, test results or 2 2 Add the following at the end of the section as a 
informatio~ that may not be available at the time of COL application. separate paragraph, as applicable: 
Please clarify what the requirements are for this type of information, and ~It is acceptable to submit a general description of the 
whether it is required to be provided at the time of COL application ?r at data, test results, or other information not available at 
a later date. if at all. the time of COL application. WhEm 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 al a later date for NRC 
review: 

C.I.5.6 C.1.5.2.3.3 The numbering of the bulleted items in the listed paragraphs is incorrect 3 5 In C.I.5.2.3.3. change (5) 10 (3) 
C.1.5.2.3.4 In C.I.5.2.3.4. change (4) \0 (2) 

C.I.5.7 C.1.5.2.3.5(1) The second sentence of the stated seclion is not correct. It imp~es that 1 4 Reword the second sentence ot C.I.5.2.3.5(1) to state. 
inservlce Inspections can demonstrate whether or not a materIal is -Describe test results that demonstrate the nickel· 
susceptible to PWSCC. lSI cannot demonstrate that a material is based alloy materials are not susceptible to PWSCC, 
susceptible or not, lSI can only determine if there is in-service 
degradation or not. The industry performs inspections of many 

and identify the inservice inspections that will be 
performed '0 confirm that PWSCC is not occurring in 

components that Bre susceptible to PWSCC without finding degradation the materials: 

C.1.5.8 C.I.5.2.3.3 The numbering of the bulleted items in the listed paragraphs should be 3 5 Renumber the bulleted items to start with (1) 
CJ.5.2.3.4 re~started from (1) 
C.1.5.2.3.5 
C.1.5.2.4.1 
C.1.5.4.7.1 
C.1.5.4.7.2 

C.I.5.9 C.1.5.2.4.1(7) The industry does not have "exemptions" from Code requirements. but 2 4 Delete the following bullated item-
rather has Reliel Requests and alternatives per 10 CFR 50,55a. The Code exemptions. Identity any exemptions (rom Code 
in~ustry also works 10 Code Cases. as specified in Regulatory Guide requirements. 
1.147. Please clarify if our understanding is correct and this ilem can be 
deleted. 

It this requirement is addressing compone~ts that are exempt from the 
inspection requirements of Section XI as defined in Section XI (usually 
based on size), please darify and elaborate that this is the intent ot this 
item. 
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NEI COMMENTS - DG-1 14S, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIDRITY . BASiS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.I.S.10 C.I.S.2.4.2 The second sentence Qr this paragraph appears to duplicate information 1 2 Revise the second sentence of the paragraph under 

on operational programs contained in Section C.1.13.4. but does nol C.I.5.2.4.2 to read. -The preservice inspection program 
comprehensively define the infonnatiao thai is required to enable the is an operational program as identified in C.I.13.4 of 
staff to make a reasonable assurance finding regarding the acceptability this guide, and should be fully described as defined in 
of the Drnnram. SECY·OS-197." 

C.I.S.'1 C.I.S.3.1.7 Please clarify the requirement 10 discuss the procedures used 10 2 4 Delete the word "procedures" after "nondestructive 
perform nondestnJcli\le evaluations in the second sentence of this bullet evaluation~ in the second sentence, and substilute the 
Procedures will not be developed by the time of COL applicalion. Also, word "techniques'
it does not seem to be advisa!Jle to submit detailed procedures which 
require a FSAR update if a change to ttie procedure is performed. We 
believe that a discussion of the methods and techniques used to perforr 
nondestructive evaluations, that will be incorporated in procedures 
developed as part of an lTAAC. provides sufficient information for staff 
review. 

C.1.5.12 C.I.S.3.3 The third sentence of the paragraph in (his section states, "Also identify 2 4 Delete the third sentence of the paragraph that reads; 
the reactor vessel designer and manufacturer, and describe their "Also identify the reactor vessel designer and 
experience." This requirement does not appear to be appropriate. manufacturer, and describe their experience.~ 

Please clarify why this information needs to be supplied. 

C.I.S.13 C.I.5.3.3.2 Please clarify what is meant by the words used at the end of the r.rst 2 4 Delete the phrase, "to improve theIr properties or 
sentence••.•. improve their properties or quality?~ These words appear quality.
to imply that Code-acceptable materials need improvement in order to 
be acceptable 10 NRC. 

C.I.5.14 C.I.S.4.2.1 (2) Detailed information on fracture toughness properties may not be 2 4 Revise the second and third sentences of this section 
available a1the time of COL to read: ·Provide sufficient information on malerials 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 III of the Code will be verified.. 

C.I.S.15 C.I.S.4.6 These sections start with a general statement concerning the descriptio 2 4 Delete the lead-in paragraphs describing pre
C.I.S.4.7 of the pre~peralional lest programs. Seclio" C.1.5.4 is supPos6d to operational test program descriptions underneath the 

identify component and subsystem design. Requirements for subsections in C.1.5,4.6 and C.I.5.4.7. 
descriptions of pre-operational lest programs for a subset of systems in 
C.I.5.4 appear to be·out of place and better covered in C.I.14. 

C.I.S.16 C.1.5.4.7.2 The last paragraph in C.1.5.4.7.2 states, ~(for e)l[ample. in a BWR, the 3 3 Revise the paragraph to read as follows: -Provide a 
Rele condensing mode)". The Rele condensing mode in a BWR is not mode diagram showing temperatures, pressures. and 
a current design. For instance. the current BWR, i.e. ABWR. does nol now rates for each mode 0' RHR operation. 
have such an outdated system. Therefore, the above description should 
be deleted. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY M2!§ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.6.1 C.1.6 The CJ.6 lead·in information states 'lhe applicant should state its 2 3 Omil this statement flam Chapter 6. but address the 

intentions with regard to adopting risk-informed categorization. and use of §50.69 in Section 3.2 of the FSAR. 10 CFR 
treating structures. systems, and components in accordance with Title 50.69 is currently not mentioned ill C.!.3. 
10, Section 50.69, of the Code o( Federal Regulalions(10 CFR 50.59)." 
Generally, this should be done once in Section 3.2, not;n the various 
sections of [he FSAR discussing fhe' SSCs 

C.I.6.2 C.1.5 Lead-in info to C.I.6 states ~Generic design control documents (DCDs) 2 3 Be consistent with Staff interpretation of 10 CFR Part 
typically address the equipment and materials used to manufacture the 52. 
components in the engineered safety feature (ESF) system. If 
applicable, this information may be incorporated by reference ," 
Workshop discussions ha....e led the Industry to belie....e that the Staff 
interprets Part 52 to require that the COLA include the OeD information, 
not "incorporate by reference: 

C.1.6.3� C.1.6 The 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence, reads in part. ~, . .Io serve as ~SFs 3 3 ESF shouk:! be singular, no. plural. Change 10, • ... to 
systems." serve as ESF systems: 

C.1.6.4 C.1.6.1.3.3.3� Section states "Operating experience has indicated Ihal certain nickel- 2 3. Re-word to state "Operating experience has indicated 
(0)(3)� chromium-iron alloys (e.g .• Alloy 690 and Alloy 182) are susceptible to that certain nickel-chromium-iron alloys (e.g., Alloy 600 

primary water stress corrosion cracking (PWSCC) aUr;butable to and Alloy 182)" 
corrosion. Alloy 690 has impro....ed slress cOrTosion cracking resistance 
in comparison to Alloy 600; ..~ 

C,1.6.5 CI6.1.1.2(1)� The first senlence ollhe paragraph discusses Ihe control of the pH of 3 3 Change ~coolants" to "fluids," to be consistent wilh the 
ESF coolants. rest of the chaoter. 

C.I.66� C.1.6.2.1.1 Traditional PWRs drain water to the refueling canal and during 2 4 Remo....e discussion relating to the refueling canal or 
recirCUlation post accident the Sl pumps draw from the sump to continu make the discussion more general. 
cooling and depressurizing confainment. Not all next generation 
designs have a tradilional sump. Discussion of the refueling canal may 
be misleading, The discussion In DG~ 1145 should be revised to make il 
more generic. 

C.I.6.7� C.I.6.2.1.4 This section contains the statement "Consider smaller break areas of 3 4 Revise the discussion 10 slate ·Consider smaller break 
steam line breaks starting with the double-ended rupture, until no liquid areas of sleam line breaks slarting with the double· 
enlrainment is calculated 10 occur: The appro....ed AREVA ended rupture" 
methodology does not include this verbiage. This is typical of the 
Westinghouse approach and shouldn't be part of DG 1145 because il is 
a ....endor specific approach. AREVA runs a spectrum or break sizes, 
but jf the results of the analysis are trending toward lower containment 
pressure we don'l continue to reduce the break size. For certain break 
size liquid entrainment may occur. The discussion in DG·1145 should 
be revised to make it more generic. 

Page 1401131� 10/20/06 
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DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 

C.1.6.8 C.I.6.2.1.2, Typographical errors in the mass units of measure. Change the mass units of measure from Ibm to Ibm for 
ilem(3)(g) the mass release rate and enthalpy of mass released i 
C.I.6.2.1.3,2fl{ C.1.6.2.1.2. item (3){g), for the mass release rale in 
lIem(l) C.1.6.2.1.3. r item (1). for the mass flow rate in 
C.1.6.2.1.4, C.I.6.2.1.4. item (1), and for the mass release rate and 
ilem(1) enlhalpy of mass released in C.1.6.2.1.5, ilem (1) 
C.I.6.2.1.5, 
ilem(l) 

C.1.6.9 C,1.6.2.2 Section C.1.6.2.2 only includes fan coolers, sprays and passive systems The section should be written to include the energy 
to remove heat from the reactor containment for PWRs. The US EPR removal from the IRWST for more than just BWR 
uses the"passive heat structures and the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) designs. 
Hx to remove energy from the In-Containmenl Refueling Water Storage 
Tanh.: (IRWST) which is similar to a BWR removing energy from the 
suppression pool. The discussion in DG·1145 should be revised to 
make it more generic. 

C.1.6.10 C.1.6.2.2.2 . §C.I.6.2.2.2 states "Compare the design of the recirculation ;ntake "Compare the design of the recirculation intake 
structures to the positions in RG 1.82. Revision 3. "Sumps for slNctures to the positions in RG 1.82. Revision 3. 
Emergency Core Cooling and Containment Spray Systems."~ This is no ·Water Sources for Long-Term RecIrculation Cooling 
the corred title for this RG. Followina a Loss-of-Coolanl Accident.... 

C.1.6.11 C.1.6.2.2.3 C.1.6.2.2.3 refers to RG 1.83 for analysis of NPSH for recirculation "Provide analyses of the net positive suction head 
pumps. but the title identified is that 0' RG 1.82. The reference should (NPSH) available to the recirculation pumps, in 
be RG 1.82. RG 1.83 is titled "Inservice Inspection of Pressurized accordance with the recommendations of RG 1.82. 
Water Reactor Steam Generator Tubes: Also. correct the "Surfaces~ in Revision 3. "Water Sources for Long-Term 
the title to "Sources" Recirculation Cooling Following a Loss-of-Coolant 

Accident.
C.1.6.12 C.1.6.2.2.4 C.I.6.2.2.4 requests "Provide the results of tests performed. as well as a Delete ~Provide the results of tests performed, as well 

detailed updated testing and inspection program." Delete this statement as a detailed updated testing and inspection program." 
on the same basis as indicated in comments e.1.6.2.3.4·1. C.1.6.2.4.4-1, 
C.I.6.2.5.4-1, and C.I.6.4.5-1, and agreed to in the responses to the 
comments. 

C.1.6.13� C.1.6.3.1 C.1.6.3.1 states "Describe how the EeeS design meets the relevant Revise to clearly identify the ·relevant Commission 
Commission policy, as descrjbed in SECY papers and corresponding policyft and use the SECY paper as your reference. 
staff requIrement memoranda (SRMs).ft It is generally not appropriate to 
request appli~nts 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. 

C.1.6.14� C.1.6.3.1 Seclion C.I.6.3.1 refers to "GL 98-0· Should these references be to Gl Change reference to GL 96-04 
98-04. Please confirm. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 

C.1.6.15 C.1.6.3.25 Section C.I.6.3.2.5 states -describe how containment sump recirculation 3 
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 th 
RG 1.82 Revision 3. 

C.1.6.16 C.1.6.3.2.5 C.I.6.3.2.5 slates -Describe how the regulatory oversight at the active 2 
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 staled in the Attachmenl to 
NTD-NRC-944145 showd be accommodated) should be documented i 
soma form of clear guidance to the industry. This SECY,lhe SRM and 
the WEe comments. are not readily available to the public. 

C.I.6.17 CI.6.3.4.1 C.1.6.3.4.1 refers to RG .79. The reference should be RG 1.79 3 

C.1.6.16 C.1.6.4 C.1.6.4 refers to ·Section 15.X.X. paragraph S.~ The reference should b 3 
Section 15.6.5, paragraph 5. 

C.1.6.19 C.1.6.4.2.2 C.I.6.4.2.2 Ventilation System Design. This section should identify the 2 
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 
n&Cessary since these components are typically the main sources of 
unfiltered air in-leakage in C! pressurized Control Room. 

C.1.6.20 C.1.6.4.2.4 C.I.6.4.2.4 -Interaction with other lanes and pressure containing 2 
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 (0 isolate Ihese 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. 
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4� The DG-114 5 should be revised to read "describe how 
containment sump and suppression pOOl recirculation 
debris streen design meets th~ guidelines in RG 1~62, 

Rovision 3: 
4� Revise 10 clearly identify the criteria for acceptable 

results ·of the SECY document. and the SRM..... and 
use the SECY and SRM as your reference. 

5� ~ Justify any exceptions 10 th~ regulatory position in RG 
1.79, ·Preoperational Testing of Emergancy Core 
Cooling Systems for Pressurized-Water Reactors-.~~ 

5� ~R8ference information and evaluations to other 
sections of the application that relale to adequacy of 
the habitability systems (see Sections 6.5.1, 9.4.1. and 
15.6.5. Da••a.aph 51." 

4� Add the following item in this seelion for evaluation of 
control room system -(3) list of air flow components 
(ducts, dampers. fans, air handling unils. etc.) that are 
located outside the Control Room Envelope andlor 
interlace with unfiltered air outside the envelope. Also, 
indicate if these components C!re al positive or negative 
pressure. 

4� Add Ihe following item In this section to consider for 
interaction - (3) potential leak or release of refrigeranl 
from the Control Room air,conditioning systems thai 
have the pressurized refrigerant components 
interfacing directly with the Control Room Envelope air. 
and cannot be isolaled. The refrigerant gas can 
displace air and cause asphyxiation in a confined 
space. or it could be toxic. 
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COMMENT 
~ 
C.1.6.21 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC IDNn. 

CI.6.4.2.5 
COMMENT 
C.i.6.4.2.5 refers 10 ~Seclion 15.X.X, paragraph 5.~ The reference. 
should be Section 15.6.5. paragraph 5. 

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

·Present the corresponding evaluation of DBA doses t 
control room operators in Section 15.6.5. paragraph 5.

C.I.6.22 C.l6.4.4.2 C.1.6.4.4.2 stales MIl chlorine has been identified as a potential hazard to 
the operator. specific guidance is provided by RG 1,95, 'Protection of 
Nuclear Power Plant Control Room Operators Against an Accidental 
Chlorine Release.- This'is no longer accurate as RG 1.78 Rev 1 has 
subsumed the RG 1.95 guidance. 

3 4 "RG 1.78 also provides specific guidance if chlorine 
has been identified as a potential hazard to the 
operator.

C.1.6.23 C.1.6.4.4.2 C.\.6.4.4.2 - Toxic Gas Protection. Typically the toxic gas detector is 
located in the outside a;' 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 gasl outside air intake now. 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.l.6.6.1 requests "A detailed inservice inspection program, including 
information on areas subject to examination. method of examination, 
and extent and frequency of examinalion, should be provided in the 
technical specifications.~ This sentence should be deleted since lSI i& 
no longer includud in the Technical Specifications (as lhe 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.I.6.6.6 
COMMENT 
C.1.6.G.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 Artide IWA-3000 of Section Xl.~ This guidance 
should be updated to reflect thai IWD~3000 has now been published. 

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

-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 Xl: 

C.J.6.26 C.1.6.7 The Main Steam Line Isolation Valve Leakage Control System (SWRs) 
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-ll87, for new BWR plants that do not 
incorporate a main steam isolation valve leakage 
control system and for which turbine bypass system 
holdup and plateaut 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.1.6.27 C.1.6 
Table 6-2 

C.1.6. Table 6-2. lIem IV.C refers 10 units ot "106 Btu/hr.~ The units 

should be Hi Btu/hr. 
3 5 "10' Btu/hI" 

C.L6.28 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 
lhe FSAR." This note should be deleted. 

3 4 Delete the note. 

C.L6.29 

C.1.6.30 

C.L6, 
Table 6-4 

C.l.6. 
Table 6-4 

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

e.1.6. Table 6·4, Item B. states MThe 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 omiUed since there 
is only one phase under Part 52. 

3 

3 

4 

4 

Delete item (19) 

Delele "(a detailed listing in the FSAR stage1' 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1.6.31 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC ID NO. 

CI6, 
Table 6-4 

COMMENT 
C.!.G. Tabfe 6-4, item D, includes a column header for density with units 

of "1/bttJ.. and a column header for Thermal Conductivity with units of 

"Btulhr-ft EF", The units should likely be ·Iblft'~ and ·Btulhr-tf EF," 
respedively. 

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

gOensity, Iblft'~ and "Thennal conductivity. "Btulhr.rr 
EF" 

CI.6.32 C.1.6, 
Table 6-4 

C.I.G. Tables 6-48. 6-4C. and 6-40 have several inconsistencies with 
the similar table in RG 1.70. 

3 4 Correct the inconsistencies. 

C1.6.33 CI6, 
Table 6-5 

C.1.6. Table 6-5 Item 8(11) use of "Resiction" should be Restriction 3 4 "Restriction" 

CI.6.34 CI6, 
Table 6·11 

C.I.6, Table 6-11 footnote indicates plots should include time periods "to 

at least 106 seconds," This should be "to at least Itt seconds: 

3 4 .....to at least Ie! seconds," 

C.I.6.35 C.L6, 
Table 6-13 

C.I.5. Table 6-13 identifies two headers for di"erential pressure with 
units of "psig". These units should likely be ·psid". 

3 4 "psid" 

C.1.7.1 

C.1.7.2 

C.1.7.2 thru 
C.I.7.9 

C.1.7.5 

In these sections, the uses of SAR and FSAR are inconsistent. For 
example, in 7.2, 1.3, and 1.4, the "SAR" is referenced butin 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 
and 7.8. reference is made to the "FSAR." This seems to be a 
COf1sistency 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 BAR 
instead of FSAR or vice versa. 

The first paragraph leads into a buneted 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 

3 

3 

4 

More consistency in the use of SAR and FSAR. 

Reword (he bullated list to be functions instead of 
systems or reword the first paragraph to list systems 
instead of functions. 
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, 
COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.7.J Appendix C.I.7 Under item (19), the second sentence states ~A statistically valid sample 1 4 It is recommended that OG 1145 be revised to slate 

A 01 system requirements should be selected to confirm that the that the applicant should identify documentation 
applicants/licensee's life--qcle acUvities have been implemented as available for NRC inspection that confirms 
planned. The sample size should be such that the staff can conclude implementation. 
with al 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. 
Exaclly what one requirement constitutes is debatable and the sample 
size to provide M95% 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 (0 the reviewers when the 
application is submitted and the NRC would then review what they 
thought was 8 valid sample size. This approach would be more 
manageable. 

CVA Appendix C.1.7 Under item (20), the second sentence states MA statistically valid sample r 4 It Is recommended that DG 1145 be revised to state 
A of software design outputs should be provided to confirm with at least that the applicant should identify documentation 

95~ assurance thallhey address the functional requirements and have available for NRC inspet:tion that confirms 
boen allocated to the software approPfi~tely, and to confirm that the implementation. 
expected software development prot:ess 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 Inlerpretation. 

C.1.7.5 Appendix C.1.7 In Appendix C.1.7-B, under item (6). the last sentence references SRP 2 4 Change reference to existing guidance. 
B Appendix 7.1-0, -Guidance for Evaluation of Conformance to IEEE Sid. 

7-4.3.2. This SRP Appendix currently does not ~xist. It is understood 
that the SRP's are being updated, however reference to future guidance 
does not provide clear guidance to applicants. 

C.I.7.6 Appendix cn In Appendix C.I.7-B, under item (6), the guidant:e on t:ommunication 2 4 Correct conflicting NRC guidance and provide t:lear 
B independence is ambiguous and the present guidance on this matter is guidance on communication independence. 

connicting. Physical and electrical independent:e is addressed in this 
item but nol t:ommunication independence. It stales that additional 
guidance is provided in SRP Chapler 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 Sid. 7-4.3.2 descdbes 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 
thai found in Annex E of the 2003 version 0' IEEE 7-4.3.2. However, 
RG 1.152, rev. 2, explicitly stales that the NRC has nol endorsed Anne 
E of IEEE 7-4.3.2 -2003. The 'egulahon is t:onOicling 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
CU.7 

DG SECTION RELATED· 
NRC 10 NO. 

Appendix 
C.I.7C-1 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
In this section. under Software Ufe Cycle Process Implementation, there 3 
is a bullated item labeled -Test·, In BTP-14. which is Ihe origin of this 
wording, the word ·Validation" is used. All other items in the Iisfs 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) 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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

C.1.7.8 Appendix 
C.I.7.C-1 

Typographical error. Under item 12: Human Faclors Considerations, 
there is a lone -e- in the texl. 

3 4 Eliminate ·8" from talCt 
I 

CI.79 Appendix 
C.L7.C-1 

C.I.7·1 In the f.rst paragraph of this Appendix, reference is made to IEEE 603
1998. It slates that IEEE 7-4.3.2 -2003 serves 10 amplify IEEE Std. 603 
1998, 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 Ihrv F. 

2 4 Clarity is needed on the proper regulatory path to use 
IEEE Std 603-1998 

C.1.7.10 C.17 The terminol09~ 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 sub
section. the third paragraph of C.I.7.1.2 is unnecessary. 

3 4 Delete the third paragraph of C.1.7.1.2 

CI.7.12 C.I7.4.1 Remote shutdown capability is not required to meet IEEE 603. 3 4 Make the last bullet about remole shuldown .capability 
separate paragraph. 

C.1.7.13 C.1.7.5.1 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." 

CI.7.14 

C.1.7.15 

C.1.7.5.1 

C.l7.5.2 

The fourth and fifth bullels 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 dala 
link. 

The first sentence of C.1.7.5.2 discusses only Regulatory Guide 1.97 
type A instrumentation (Le., required manual safety functions and 
essential operator'actions). However, the examples listed include noo
safety 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 

2 

4 

4 

Add the appropriate references to the fourth and fifth 
bullets. 

Delete the first paragraph of this section and add a MIA 

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.~ 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.7.16 C.I.7.6.1 This section requires submittal of schematic diagrams, while all other 2 4 Delete the last sentence of section C.1.7.6.1 and 

instrumant and controls sections require submittal of logic diagrams, substitute, "The applicant should provide logic 
piping and instrument diagrams. and location layoul drawings. diagrams. piping and instrumentation diagrams, and 

location layout drawings of interlock systems important 
to safety in the SAR.~ 

C.I.7.U C.1.7.7.2 Defense-in-depth and diversity is covered adequately in section 3 4 Delete the ninth bullet in C.1.7.7.2. 

CI.7.l.a. 

C.1.7.18 C.1.7.9.2 This sedian applies to both safety and non-safety communications 2 4 The list of design considerations should be limited to 
syslems. Since there is only one list of design basis information, il is those items unique to communications systems by 
unclear which criteria should be discussed for non·safety systems. Also deleting the first, second. sixth. seventh. eighth, ninth, 
approximately half of the design considerations listed will have already and eleventh bullets. 
been discussed in the SAR section that describes the supported system 
in which the communications components are used 

C.1.719 C.I.7.9.2 Miscellaneous editorial changes 3 4 In the fourth bulle!, delete "DCA" and substitute "DeS." 
In the last sentence of the sixth bullet. delete 
"supported systems" and substitute ·safety systems.

ft 

In the eighth bullet. delete "protection system" and 
substitute "safety system.· 
In the tenth bullet. delete ·portion of a system· and 
substitute ·portion 01 a safety system." 
In the tenth bullet, delete "from anolher syslem· and 
SUbstitute "from a non-safety system." 

- C.I.7.20 C.1.79.3 The references to GDC 1 and 10 CFR 5O.55a(a} (i.e .. quality standards 2 1 Delete the c:urrent section and replac:e it with "The 
and records) appear oul or place in a section "haul communications applicant should provide analyses to demonstrate that 
systems. the communications systems conform to the guidelines 

in the regulatory guides and industry codes and 
standards applicable to these systems." 

C.I.7.21 C.1.7.B·1(4) The third sentence states ·The applicanlilicensee should c:onrirm that 1 1 Delete the third sentence of C.I.7.8-1(4}. 
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 jf the environmental control system is required to 
ensure a particular environment. Howe....er. independence is required 
between redundant portions of the environmental c:ontrol system, not 
between lhe environmenlal control system and the sensing system that 
indicates failure or malfunction of the environmental C:ontrol system. 
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COMMENT OG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.7.22 C.1.7.B-l(5) NRC comment C.I.? .39 on the preliminary version of this section 1 1 Delete the firth bullet 01 section C.1.7.B·l(5). 

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 acljons~ is 
not a requirement of IEEE Standard 603 and should be deleted. This 
previous 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 SIP 7-19 acceptance 
criteria ...BTP 7·19 is developed based on Commission SECY-93
06L.dated July 15. 1993: It is noted that SECY-93-067 and BTP 7-19 
were developed prior to incorporalion of IEEE Slandard 603 inlo 10 CFF 
50.55a(h) in 1998. Hence. this portion of these documents in not 
supported by current regulations. The guidance promulgated by these 
documenls related 10 manual controls is inappropriate in the subject 
appendix entitled MConformance with IEEE Sid. 603." 

C.1.7.23 C.I.7.B Miscellaneous editorial changes 3 5 Delete Mprotection sy'Stem~ and substitule "safety 
system~ in the following places: 
Third sentence of section C.I.7.e·1(7) 
First sentence of section C.1.7 .6-1(9) 
Second sentence of section C.I.7.B-2(1) 
Firsl senlence of section C.I.7.B-2(3) 
Firsl bullet of section C.1.7.B-2(3) 
Last bUllet of section C.I.7.B-2(3) 
First sentence of section C.l.7.B-2(4) 

C.1.7.24 C.1.7B-2(3) Editorial change 3 3 In the second sentence. delete ~pfOteclion functions" 
and substitute "safety functions.~ 

C16.1 C1.6.1 Introduction states the need 10 show compliance with various regulation 3 4 Provide documentation for compliance with Reg 
(C.lIt.l. and standards (e.g. Reg Guides. GLs). This is a similar requirement to Guides. etc in this section (C.I.8.1). and have section 
Sec.6.1) section 1.9 of the DG C.I.1.9 refer to Ihis section. 

This is a generic item for DG·1 t45. so resolution 
should be consistent with other sections. Enercon has 
developed a FSAR Writer Use'r Guide which addresses 
how to handle seclion t.9 compliance discussion 

C.1.6.2 C.1.6.! Reg. Guida 1.29 is out of order. 3 4 Place reg. guides in numerical sequence 
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COMMENT· DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.83� C.l8.1 Introduction & section 8.4 refers to Me as part of sao response. NOI 2 4 This sentence should be revised, e.g.; 

C.lll.l Section all plant designs will need an MG. Part of "bigger piclure~ issu8 on GOe ..... the ansile electric system should be described 
8.4� 17 and passive plants. See comments ror section C.1.8.2 brieny in generallerms. and a brief description 

provided for station blackout millgaUon. and the...• 

C.I.B.4� C.I.B.1 lntr<;lduchon discusses syslems -important 10 salely"; A more speciJic 2 4 For passive plants. aNsile power is not safety related 
definition Jscope needs be provided. but may be RTNSS. Staff will consider providing a 

definition. No discussion on rela!ion to passive 
designs. 

This is a generic issue since the ITS term is used 
multiple times in the OG. 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.S� C.I.B.2.1,2 C.I.82.1-2 These sections require'a significant amount of detail on the o((sile 1 1 For COL applications that reference a OCD fot a 

C.1I1.1 Section C.1.8.2.1.2-1 transmission system, much 0' which appears to be predicated upon the design thai has been granted an exemption to the 
82 GDC 17 requirement for two physically independent circuits. Examples; requirement for two oNsile sources, provide direction 
CJ.BA.l for the required subset of intormation on the 

(1) Section should require a Failure Modes and Etfe<:t Analysis (FMI;A) transmission syslem that is required. Provide the basis� 
for thQ switchyard. This requirement shoUld only apply to siles that must for the requirement for this information. Big picture� 
comply with GOC 17 (i.e. exclude passive planls). question is what is required of passive plants with an� 
(2) FMEA and Stability Analysis may not be complete at time of COLA exemption to GDC 17.� 
submittal due to availabiMty of information for switchyard design. For plants that require FMEA, provide methodology� 
(3) local power sources and transmission paths for re·supply may be and schedule in COLA. FMEA provided when� 
under the control of a Transmission System Operator (TSO) that is completed prior to fuel load. Issue also applicable to� 
independent of the licensee. This information may not be available alth transmission stability study.� 
time of COLA sUbm.ittal. See Attachment 1· proposed guidance markup� 

CL8.6 C.I.8.2.2 This section identifies a requirement to: "Describe how the stability 01 th 1 1 Provide basis lor this reqUirement or delete. 
grid is continuously studied as the loads grow and additional lines and 
generating lines are added.~ 

C.L8.7 C.I.B.3.1.1 C.L8.3.1.1-1 The requirement to discuss how RG 1.75 recommendations are met is 3 4 Discuss compliance in section C.1.8.1 and refer to 
C.1.8.3.2.1 redundant to section 8.1 requirements. Same comment applies for DC discussion in sections C.I.8.3.1.1 & C.I.8.3.2.1 

cables. (This comment applies to two entire paragraphs on each section 
and nol just the senlence containing RG 1.75.) 

C.I.B.B C.L8.3.1.1 C.I.8.3.1.1-2 System Capacity & Capability section discusses suitability of diesel 3 4 e.g.; 
generators for standby power source. Not all plant designs utilize K ••• suitabilily of the standby power sources to ensure 
diesels, thus the wording should be more generic. sufficient ... ~ 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.1.8.9 C.1.8.3.1.3 Codes may change over life of planl;,-Eleclronk: models~ of software ar 3 

C.I.8.3.2.3 not typically submitted to the NRC as a part or the application. Models 
will be available for inspection by NRC. Comment also applies 10 DC 
sections. 

C.1.8.10 C.1.8.3.1.3 (1) Section 4 for Equipment Protection does not specify that it only 3 
applies to safety-related equipment. 
(2) It is unclear if this section should cover "associaled circuit analysiS· 
type issues that are required by the Fire ProtectIon plan. 
(3) Section 4 is under AC. but includes discussion on DC fuses. 

C.1.8.11 C.I.8.3.1.3 Section on Power Quality (AC & DC) is a new requirement. Seclion doe 2 
C.1.8.3.2.3 not specify any industry guidance (e.g. IEEE 519, RG , .180); What 

parameters are concerns, e.g. frequency, voltage, harmonic content 
(THO)? What acceptance criteria for VFOs are a concern (THO. n<?tch 
depth)? NRC concern on impact of VFO operation.on any class 1E 
power systems, but no criteria provided. 

C.18.12 C.1.8.3:2.1 C.I.8.3.2.1-1 Section 4 requires battery characleristic curves; Characteristic curves 1 
will nol be available until batteries are purchased, which wm be after 
COLAsubmi"al. 

C.1.8.13 C.1.8.3.2.3 Page C.I.8-15 editorial changes; J 
Wording under Short Circuil Studies and Monitoring and Testing 

C.1.8.14 CI8.4.2 Last sentence on passive system designs should be moved 1o Ihe 2 
beginning of this section. 
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4� Provide ~input decks~ for electronic models to allow� 
NRC independent analysis. Iden\ify codes used� 
independent of COLA.� 

Section C.IlI.1 Ch 8.3 does nol require codes for 
designs based on OeD. 

4� (1) Specify ~ ...what safety related equipment needs to� 
be considered for equipment protection....� 
(2) State thai associated circuit analysis for response t 
fire (e.g. separation) is covered in ~tion C.I.9.5.1 
(3) Add separate section for DC system protection 
(C.I.8.3.2), or make section ·common". 

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

2� Discuss generic battery characterislic curves. and� 
schedule 'or submittal of specific curves prior (0 COLA� 
approval.� 

5� The second senlence should be;~ldenlify Ihe polenlial 
edilorial'� effects that must be considered during testing. and the 

margins that are being applied: 
Under monitoring and training, delete the word existing 
In the first sentence. 

4� More general discussIon about passive plants should� 
also be included in other applicable sections (e.g� 
Onsile & 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 

COMMENT 
These paragraphs address ~means for maintaining a 5ub-clinical array.~ 

The context of the paragraph suggests that the word ·cHoleal" should be 
replaced by the word "critical: 

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

5 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Replace the word "clinical with the word "critical: 

C.1.9.2 C.1.9.1.4.2 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 darify what is meant by ·illustrations of the 
fuel handling procedures." 

3 4 By comparison with the requirements of C.1.9.1.S.2. it 
appears that the word ·procedures" should be replaced 
with "componenls"- or "'devices." 

C.1.9.3 C.1.9.1.5.1 Section C.I.9.1.5.1. "Design Ba.sisM 

• 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.1.9.4 C.19.1.5.1 Section C.1.9.1.5.1. "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 
s~cIUfes. systems or components: the areas... 

C.1.9.5 C.1.91.5.2 Section C.1.9.1.5.2. ~System Description," for Overhead Heavy Load 
Handling Systems: The opening sentonce requires that illustrations of 
speciallitting 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..aut in other regulatory guidance Le. NUREG-0612. 

1 2 Delete ~and illustrations ot special lifting devices" from 
the opening sentence. 

C.1.9.6 C.1.9.4.1 This section should use the terminology "Control Room Envelope" 
(eRE), consistent with Habilability 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 "unfJllered air inleakage" 
in the examples given for testing in Section C.I.9.4.1.4. 

2 3 This seclion 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.1.9.7 C.1.93.4.3 Eighth bullet regarding Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA). 
The text stales ·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 th 
eves system provides no safety·related function 'or safe shutdown or 
design basis accident mitigation, then no FMEA is required? 

2 4 N/A 

C.1.9.8 C.1.9.3.4.4 C.I.9.3.4.4 Inspection and Testing Requirements 
Recommend the second sentence be transferred to C.1.9.3.4.2 Systel!l 
Description as it does not pertain specifically to Inspection and Testing. 

2 4 Move "Outline the operating procedures lor the eves. 
including the controls for boron addition and primary 
coolant dilution." To Section C.1.9.3.4.2. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORr1Y BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.9.9. C.I.9.5.I.l The 4th bullel item pertains to Operator Manual Ac:tions (OMAs), or 2 2 Regulatory provisions should be established in the OG 

recovery actions, that may need to be taken to mitigate spurious for the COL applicant to develop reasonable bases for 
actuations of equipment due to fire-induced circuit failures, or may the acceptability or OMAs as a post-COl submittal 
otherwise be needed to achieve and maintain safe shutdown dUring and activIty. On this basis, the feasibility of OMAs could be 
after a fire. 
The draft guidance states Ihallhe Macceptance criteriaMfor OMAs should 

as~ssed by the NRC as part of the plant inspection 
process. Meanwhile. the NRC and industry should 

be provided, along with the analyses (including thermal-hydraulic work to develop a minimum set of acceptance criteria 
analysis) to demonstratB that safe shutdown can be achieved and for OMAs moving 

. maintained. 
Applicants may lack the (scenario-specific) technical input requirements 
developed to the necessary level of detail to adequately demonstrate th 
feasibility of OMAs at the COL subminal stage. 

C.I.9.10 C.1.9.5.4 C.1.9.5-1 Sections discuss detailed information requirements for diesel generator 2 4 Provide a discussion of what docreased level of 
through subsystems information is required for plants that do not have 
C.1.9.5.6 safety-related diesel generators. 

C.1.10.1 C.1.10.1 Section C.l.l0.l states ~In addition. for all of the following sections, 3 . 3 Relocate statement and add at the end "six months 
include a discussion of how the system design meels the applicable prior to application submittal". 
regulatory requirements and is consistent with the regUlatory guidance 
available-. This statement is more appropriate for general statement of 
C.I.l0 (before section C.1.10.1). 

C1.10.2 C.I.10.3.6.1 For non-code components, provide expected plant-specific material 1 4 It IS unclear what is meant by a "non·code component". 
property data such as chemistry, yield strength, fraclure toughness data The first paragraph under C.1.10.3.6 states that this 
(KIC), Charpy V~notch energy, nil-duclilily temperature, and fracture section is only applicable to ASME Section III. Class 2 
appearance transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITAAC to verify and 3 components. This is reinforced in the lead 
the planl~speciflcmaterial property data, inclUding identification of sentenc;e to C.1.10.3.6.1. In this context. a non-code 
manulacturerlfabncator, and heat number(s). component may refer to a component installed in the 

Class 2 and 3 portion of the system that is not ASME 
code stamped. 

It -non<Ode component- is referring to components 
installed outside of the ASME Section Ill. Class 2 and 
(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 DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC/DNO. COMMENT 
C.1.10.3 C.1.10.3.6.1 For non-code components. provide plant-specific materials property dat 1 1 Suggest deletion of individuallTAAe requirements in 

such as chemistry. yield strength, fracture toughness data (KIC.), this and other sections. The more global guidance on 
Charpv V-notch energy. nil-ductilily temperature, fracture appearance 
transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITMe 10 verify the expecte 

ITMe idenlilication and construction is pro....ided in 
C.11.2 of DG-114S. This global guidance will provide fo 

malerial properties induding manufacturer/fabricator. and heat consistenllTAAC selecUon based on the overall safety 
number(s). philosophy of the design. As noted in C.JI.2: 

Per past practice 'or design certification and Seclion C.l1.2, ITAAC are "The type of information and the level of detail incloded 
not established to verify material properties of non-code components in in the ITMC is based on a graded approach that is 
the sleam and teedwater systems. Rather, NRC may verity actual commensurate with the safety-significance of Ihe 
material properties through normal design implementalion inspections. facility's SSCs. Top-level design information selected 

for verification in lhe ITAAC should contain the 
principal perfOfmance characleristics and safety 
functions of the SSCs, their importance in various 
safety analyses, and their functions for defense-in· 
depth consideralions.· 

C.1.10.4� C.1.10.4.7 The corresponding section of C.1l1. 1 differentiates between the PWR 3 3 For clarify, please consjder separate phrasing of BWR 
and BWR issues. and PWR requirements. 

C1.10.5 CI.10.4.9� Section discusses detailed information requirements for auxiliary 2 4 Provide a discussion of what decreased level 0' 
feedwater systems� information is required for plants that do not have 

safety-related aUXiliary feedwater systems or no 
auxiliary feedwater systems. 

C.U1.1 C.I.11,� The highest pnority for a nuclear plant is the safe, efficient generation of 1 1 Add a paragraph at the beginning of this section which 
C.III.1, Ch.l1� electricity. Liquid arid solid effluent processing can usually be provided reooynizes off site vendor processing of tiquid and soh 

as an off site vendor service more competitively and with less distraction effluents as a nonnal, competitive business option and 
to the safe. efficient generation of electricity. Safety analyses for off site which does not require further discussion Dr 
vendor activities is addressed as part of the vendor facility license and i5 clarification in the SAR nOf any related flowcharts. 
not appropriate to address in the nuclear plant SAR. Moreover. the 
option of when to use off site processIng. which waste to process off It is appropriate to capture on sile waste processjng 
site, what quantity is processed off site, and what off site processing data and information in the nuclear plant SAR, and It is 
techniques might be seleded at any given time is a business reasonable to expect that a fixed andlor mobile 
competitive and economic issue which has no bearing on the plant SAR processing capability is incorporated in the plant desig 

for each waste type and approprialely addressed in the 
SAR. Off site processing activities at independently 
licensed facilities are not appropriate to address in the 
plant SAR. 

C.I.11.2 C.1.11,� There is some confusion as 10 the requirement for P&IOs to be included 1 4 Add a comment thai palOs are to be referenced in the 
C.1I1.1,Ch.11� in the COLA or SAR. Established precedence allows P&IOs 10 be COLA and SAR without actual inclusion of the P&lOs i 

referenced in the SAR without actual inclusion of the P&IDs in the SAR. Ihe COLA and SAR. 
It seems reasonable to apply this precedent to the COLA. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASiS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.1.11.3 C1.11. In advanced nuclear plants. mobile (including skid-mounted) systems 2 4 Remove all references to ..temporary~ waste systems, 

C.III.1,Ch.11 are expecled to be a key, common component of the plant design. SincE relying on the term "mobile (including skid-mounted)." 
the systems and their connections are addressed in the engineered Remove all references to "temporary connections" and 
design drawings and SAR, and since the connections for such systems replace with "engineered, ~exible connections." 
are included in the P&IDs, the word "temporary" and "temporary Reference should be made to RG 1.143 and ANSI 
connections" adds a layer of confusion which will adversely impact 40.37. 
routine installation, use, maintenance and replacement of such systems 
and conneclions. 

C.1l1.3 C.1.11.CIII.1. The problem arises because the term "temporary" as applied to nuclear 2 4 see above 
(continued) Ch.ll plant systems is strongly associated with temporary modifications and 

narrowly defined lime 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 weI 
as inter·unit shuttle capability. 
With further regard to Mtemporary connection" points included in the 
plant design for mobile systems; a more accurate and appropriate term 
would be -engineered, nexible connedions'- Reference should be made 
10 RG 1.143 and ANSI 40-37. 

C.l.1lA C.III.1, Ch.l1 It should be suHicient for a plant to state that waste will be disposed 1 1 Consistent with the preceding comment, each . 
when an acceptable disposal option is available. If the plant recognizes occurrence of the following passage or similar passage 
that such an option is not available Cit the time the SAR is submitted or should be deleted: 
at a subsequent dale, then the SAR should provide appropriate 
information for an interim storage facility or ISFSI. as applicab\e. ~Indicate what fractlon,lf any. of all solid waste 

processing will be contracted out to waste brokers or 
The ALWR design is intended for a 60-year licensing period, plus al specialized facilities. Describe the disposition of solid 
least 10 years for decommissioning_ This is beyond the initial application wastes generated by the plat:' once processed In such 
life 01 a commt!rcial waste disposal facility, which means that every new a manner. Indicate Whether such processed wasles wll 
plant faces a polential for having to store some waste lor short periods be returned to the plant for subsequent disposal or will 
of time. If a disposal option is available, waste will normally go from the be shipped directly by the processor to an authorized 
processor to a disposal facility. Jf no disposal option is available, then lOW-level radioactive waste disposal facility under 10 
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 

CFR Part 61 or equivalent Agreement State 
regulalions.M 

of normal operation. then lhe SAR should address it along with the 
interim storage consideration. If the disposal-site·available situation is 
active, (hen this reqUirement need not be addressed. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.11A C.III.1. Ch.11 Equally important, the "fraction of waste processing rontraeted out~ will 1 1 see above 
(continued) vary as a matter 01 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 slated in the SAR and would constantly need 10 be 
updated. It should be sufficient to recognize - without slating 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. 

C.I.l1.S C.1.11 The plant should describe the equipment to be used and provide any 1 1 All references to spedfic processing equipment (e.g., 
appropriate data. AI present, very few USA nuclear plants rely on in- compactors, shredders, solidifying units) and 
house solidification, compaction, shredding, or crushing. processing methods (e.g., solidification) should be 

deleted where they might suggest a requirement for thE 
lant 10 rely on such systems. 

C.1.11.6 C.1.11 Many paragraphs and passages in OG·1145 appear to require details 1 2 The level 0' detail requested may not be available at 
related to specific processes, equipment and procedures that may not the time Ule COLA is submitted and is not necessary 
be avaiiabJe or accurately defined at the COLA. For example the types for COLA. The guidance should say that it is 
of training, specific procedures, process control program. Such data and acceptable to provide the requested information or 
documentation should be incorporated in the FSAR by reference and provide a general description andlor reference to 
made available for review prior to start-up. applicable codes and standards that will be used to 

implement the design described in the FSAR. The 
guidance may call for the COL applicant 10 provide a 
schedule for making this information available for NRC 
audit, butlhe schedule need not be part 0' the COLA. 

C.1.11.7� C.I.11 There are several references to "10 CFR 20.1302~ dose limits. 10 CFR. 3 1 Change 10 CFR 20.13021010 CFR 20.1301 
20.1301 is the correct reference for the 10CFR20 dose limits. 

C.1.11.8� C.I.11 NRC Information Notice IN 91-40, Contamination of Nonradioactive 2 1 Include references to IN 9140 and IE Bulletin 80-10 
System And Resulting Possibility For Unmonitored, Uncontrolled where appropriate. Include also in Section C.1.11.6 as 
Release To The Environment, should be included along with IE Bulletin references. 
No. 80-10 throughout these documents in discussions of contamination 
of non-radioactive systems. Based on industry Operalional Experience Consideration should also be given to Including 
(DE), IN 91-40 updates information published in IE Notice 80·10, and references to Reg. Guide 1.11 where appropriate. 
should be appropriately referenced. 

C.1.11.9� C.1.11.2.1 All references to "site-specific cost benefit analysis, regardless of 1 1 This item is suggestive of ~besl available technology" 
pg 3. para 1 purpose or liquid effluent type. should be deleted. This includes any and could lead to numerous, subjective challenges on 
and requirement to show that the proposed systems contain all items of the acceptability of the licensee approach. -Some 
General reasonably demonstrated technology that, when added 10 the system in alternative language which could mmimize the impact 
Comment order of diminishing cost-benefit return, can for a favorable cosl·benefit might be: 

ratio aUed reductions in dose to the population or comparing equipment "10CFR50. Appendix I, para D. and Regulatory Guide� 
to outdated technology. Additionally requires an isotopic analysis that 1.143 Rev 2 provide the language and an acceptable� 
pertains only to surface waters. 10 CFR50 provides for an alternative alternative approach'".� 
approach.� 

Extensive references, discussion and justification are 
provided in Attachment 1 10 this Table. 

Page 30 0'131� 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS· OG·1145, 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.11.10 C.I.11.2.1 The required information is basically equivalent in SRP 11.2 Draft Rev. Z 1 Please note (hat this applies in multiple locations 

pg J, para 2 J, Seelion 1II.2.e &Section IV.J; SRP 11.3 Draft Rev 3, Seelion 1II.2.b & 
SectionIV.3. plus it's associated ErSa 11·5. Section B.l.b: SRP 11.4; 

throughoul DG·1145. 

DG·.1145 Sedion C.I.l1.3 and OG~1145 Section C.1.3.1. However, it 
connicls with Regulatory Guide 8.8 Revision 3. 1978. Section C.2 on 
page 8.8-7. 
SRP 11.2 Draft Rev. 3 Section 1I1.2.cstates: 
-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 MBqJsec per 
MWI(l00 Cilsec per MWt) measured after 30 minutes delay'
In conniel, Regulatory Guide 8.8 Revision 3 states: 
"Fission product source terms should be estimated using these bases: 
(1) an offgas rale of 100,000 Cilsec after 30 minutes delay for BWRs 
and (2) 0.25'10 fuel cladding deleels lor PWRs." 

C.I.l1.11 C.1.11.2.1 "Excessive- suggests an unplanned event or accident; the focus of the 3 1 In Ihe last line of the paragraph, replace the word 
pg J, para 3 SAR is on ~normal operation, induding anticipated operational NexcessiveN with -peak." 

oceurrences.~ 

C.I.l1.12 C.1.11.2.1 RG 1.143 also applies to in-plant systems (i.e., not just mobile 2 4 Reference 10 RG 1.143 should be made in the first 
P9 3, para 5 equipment). paragraph in C.I.1 1.2 on page 2 an(j C.I1I.1.1.2, 

AND ensuring that il is linked to in-plant systems as well. 

. -
C.III.1, Sec 
11.Z1 

This same comment applies to C.1.11.3, C.I.11.4, 
C.III.11.3 and C.1I1.11.4. 

pg 116, bullet 
1 

C.1.1I13 C.1.11.2.1 With regard to plant interface, skid·mounted systems are mobile. and all 3 4 The term -mobile" should be clarified as "mobile 
pg 3, para 5 mobile and skid·mounted syslems have the same plant interface (including skid·mounled)." 

AND (connection) considerations in terms of the SAR Confusion arises when 
C.I1L1, Sec. DG-1145 provides extensive diSCussion on mobile systems, then il 
11.2.1 separately addresses skid-mounted systems with the same 
pg 116, bullet requirements. 
1 

C.I.11.14 C.I.11.2.1 At most plants, the Liquid Radwasle System is always Nin-service." 2 2 This paragraph requires inspection and testing 
pg 4, para 4 T.herefore, unlike many other systems, it cannot be laken out of service provisions for periodic evaluation of operability and 

AND and tested. Monitoring of system performance and funclion on a functional performance lAW RG 1.143, yet many 
C.1I1.1, Sec. dailylweekly basis meels the intent of this guidance operating plants have never committed to this 
11.2.1 guidance. It should be deleted as a requirement or 
pg 116, bullel clarified as to intent and applicability. 
7 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.11.15 C.1.11.2.1 A significant aspect of environmental rontaminaLion relates to Add references to EPRI Groundwater documents 

pg4. para 5 groundwater contamination. EPRI has developed groundwater 
AND documents which capture the latest industry guidance, as well as 

C.1I1.1, Sac. industry lessons learned and technical references. These references wi! 
11.2.1 be very useful in responding to this requirement. 
pg 116. bullat 
9 

C.1.11.16 C.I.l1.2.2, Some systems are not normally considered Radioactive Waste systems Clarify last sentence regarding processing as follows: 
pg 4. Para 7 e.g., PWR turbine drains and steam generator blowdown. -Indicate the processing to be provided for all liquid 

AND radwaste {e.g., the systems indicated in Regulatory· 
C.1l1.1. Sec. Guide 1.143)." 
11.2.2 
pg 117. para 1 

CI.11.17� C.l.l1.2.3, II is not clear why the NRC is pushing 81 units, especially as a priority On tine 5 of this paragraph, change "...and the 
pg 5, para 4 over USA units. Becquerels afB routinely required and as-more desirabl becquerel (curie) and radlonuclide content (the activity 

AND than curies (or perhaps the NRC is requiring both): other passages in and expected radionuclide distribution... • to -and the 
C.lll.l, Sec. the SAR call for kg/yr and m3/yr. If the NRC is seeking an across-the activity and radionuclide (expected radlonuclide 
11.2.3� board change, then it should do so for all licensees and all regulatory distribulion...• 
pg 117, para 5� requirements. II is not appropriate to seek such a change within a new 

DG. This same commenl applies throughout C.1.11 and 
C.III.11 

C.1.11.18� C.I.11.2.3, This is an operational consideration, requires specific knowledge of Delete the first sentence. 
pg 5, Para 3� liquid waste processes and reactor waler chemistry, and is nol a 

reaulatorv consideration. 
C.1.11.19� CI.11.2.3 This section states thai Regulatory Guide 1.109 should be used to Remove the requirement to compare RG 1.109 

pg 5, para 5� calculate doses 10 members of the public, and then to compare the calculated doses to the 1OCFR20 dose limits. and/or 
AND doses to 10CFR20 dose limils. The problem with this requirement is tha provide more guidance on how to demonstrate 

C.III.1. Sac.� RG 1.109 and 10CFR20 are based on different ICRP dose compliance with the 10CFR20 dose limits such as wha 
11.2.3� methodologies and can not be direclly compared. Moreover, RG 1·109 was provided in the Federal Register. 
pg 117, paraS is out of dale. Federal Register Vol. 56, No.ge. 5/21/91 which issued a 

revised 10CFR20, states thai demonstrating compliance with the design . f\lternatively. replace RG 1~109 with Federal Guidance 
objectives on 10CFR50, Appendix I, and the limits of 40CFR190 will 11 and 12.. 
demonstrate compliance with the 0.1 rem 10CFR20 dose limit. 

C.1.11.20� C.1.11.3.1 RG 1.143 also applies to in-plant systems (J.e., not just to mobile or Reference 10 RG 1.143 should be made in the first 
pg 7, para 2 lemporary equipment). paragraph in C.1.11.3 on page 6. ensuring that it is 

AND linked to in-plant systems as well. 
C.lII.I. Sac. 
11.3.1 
pg 117. para 1 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.11.21 CI.11.3.1 ThIs paragr<:lph requires inspection and testing provisions for periodic 1 1 Delete as a requirement or clarify as to intent and 

pg 8. para 4 evaluation of operability and functional performance lAW RG 1.143. yel applicability. 
AND many operating plants have never committed to this guidance. 

C.III.1. Sec. 
11.3.1 Also. at most plants. the Gaseous Effluent System is always "in·service. 
P9 118. para 5 Therefore, unlike many other systems, it cannot be taken out of service 

and tested. Monitoring of system performance and function on a 
dailylw89kly basis meels the intent of this guidance. 

C.1.11.22� C.1.11.3.3 Same comment as above for C.l1.2.J with regard to RG 1-109. 1 1 Remove the requirement to compare RG 1.109 
pg 9, para 6 calculated doses to Ihe 10CFR20 dose limits, and/or 

AND provide more guIdance on how to demonstrate 
C.III.1. compliance with the 10CFR20 dose limits such as wha 
Soc.11.3.3 was provided in the Federal Register. 
P9 119. para 5 

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

C.1.11.23� CI.11.3.3 This section requires that, for gaseous radioactive releases. the licenseE 1 1 Remove the sentence, "Demonstrate compliance with 
pg 9. para 6 must "demonstrate compliance with regulations by comparing the regulalions by comparing the calculated effluents with 

AND calculated effluents with the concentration limits of 10 CFR Part 20, the concentration limits of 10 eFR Part 20, Appendix B 
CIII.1.Sec. Appendix B, Table 2, Column 1". Showing compliance with the 'EC Table 2, Cotumn 1" and/or provide NUREG-1301 and 
11.3.3� values in 10CFR20, App. B. Table 2 is currently being performed only NUREG-1302 information that clarifies how the 
pg 119, para 5� for liquid effluents per NUREG-1301 and NUREG-1302. As stated in 10CFR20 gaseous EC requirement can be met. 

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. 

C.1.11.24� C.I.11.4.1 51 unit discussion again; should not be preferential 1 1 Delete 51 units or make them non-preferential (i.e .. do 
pg 10, para 5 not list them first). 

C.I.11.25� C.1.11.4 Mobile systems do not need to be skid-mounted 3 4 Delete Ihe phrase "skid-mounted" 
pg 10. para 3 

AND 
C.III.1. Sec. 
11.4 
pg 119. para 6 

C.1.11.26� C.1.11.4.1 RG 1.143 also applies to in·planlsystems (i.e .. not just to mobile or 2 4 Reference to RG 1.143 should be made in the first 
pg 10, para 7 temporary equipment). paragraph in C.1.1'.4 on page 10 and C.III.11.4 on 

AND page 119, ensuring that it is linked to in-plant systems 
C.III.1, Sec. as well 
11.4 
P9 120, para 1 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO COMMENT 

CL'1.27 C.I.11.4.1 As used m this paragraph. the word ·cleaning" is unc;lear. Clarification is 2 4 Clarification needed. 
pgl1,para3 recommended. It is also recommended that the phrase "and ANSI 55.1 M 

be added after "Regulatory Guide 1.143" along with an appropriate Reference 10 be added. 
reference to ANSI 55.1 in Section C.I.1'.6. 

C.1.11.28 C.I.11.4.1 The intent of the paragraph is not clear. specifically in reference 10 the 2 4 Clarify 10 avoid inadequate responses. ANSI 55.1 
pg 11, para 3 term "cleaning." Also add reference to ANSI 55.1. provides clarity and supports the connection to RG 

1.143. 
C.L1U9 C.I.l1.4.1 This paragraph requires inspection and testing provisions for periodic 1 1 Delete as a requirement or clarify as to intent and 

pg 11, para 6 e.valuation of operability and functional performance lAW RG 1.143, yet applicability 
AND many operating plants have never committed 10 this guidance. 

C.III.1. Sec. 
11.4.1, Also, at most plants, the Solid Radwaste System is always "in-service:" 
pg 120. para 5 Therefore, unlike many other systems, it cannot be taken oul of service 

and tested. Monitoring of system performance and function on a 
dailylweekly basis meets the intent of this guidance. 

C.1.11.30� C.1.11.4.2 Discussed previously; technologies may not be used and are not 2 1 Delete any reference to solidification, shredders, 
pg 12. para 5, required. compactors, crushers. 
line 1 

AND 
C.III.1, Sec. 
11.4.1, 
pg 120, para 8 

C.I.l1.31� C.I.11.4.2 This is vendor specific, would vary over the life of the plant, varies more 1 2 Delete Ihe sentence -list Ihe system componenls and 
pg 12, para 5. often if mobile systems are used, and varies as often as annually if off their design parameters..... 
line 1 site vendors used, 

AND 
C.III.1, Sec. 
11.4.1, 
pg 120, para 8 

CU1.32� C.1.11.4.2 Clarification; resolution of $1 confusion. 3 1 Change .....and radionucllde and becquerel (curie) 
pg 12. para 5, conlent." to •...activity and radionuclide distribution." 
tine 7 

C.I.l1.33� CJ.l1.4.2 This business option was discussed previously as a General Comment 1 1 Delele lines 8-12 beginning with ~Indicale what 
pg 12, para 1. in C.l.1t.9 fraction ... M 

lines 8~12 

C.1.1134 C.I.11.4.2 This is adequately addressed in Sechon C.I.11.3. 2 3 Delete paragraph which begins with "for plant using 
pg 12, para 2 offgas treatment systems..... Also delete all references 

anywhere in the OG to kglyr and m3/yr. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.l1.35 C.1.11.4.2 Solidification may not be used and is not required. The process control 1 1 Change"...method and solidification media to be used 

pg 12. para 3 program is an NRC requirement and will automatically address this for solidifying each..... to •...method for converting wet 
AND information. A requirement for compliance with the PCP appears on the waste to a solid waste for each.... 

C.lII.l. Sec. lop of page 14. paragraph 2, and should suffice, 
11.4.2. 
pg 121. para 1 

C.1.11.36 C.1.11.4.2 Solidification not required and may not be used; fraction of off sile waste 1 1 Delete paragraph which begins "Oescribe methods' for 
pg 12. para 4 processed is addressed abov~ as a business option and as not being solidification..... 

AND appropriate in the SAR 
C.lII.1. Sec. 
11.4.2. 
pg 121, para 1 

C.I.l1.37 C.1.11.4.2 This is a solid wasle seclion. Liquid wastes aren't processed by solid 2 3 If paragraph is not deleted as recommended in 
pg 12, para 4 waste systems only wet wastes (resins, liquid filters. evaporator previous comment. then change " ...processed wet and 

concentrates. membrane rejects) ar~ processed. liquid wastes. ,... to ..... processed wet wastes.,." 

C.I.11.36 C.I.11.4.2 These shipping requirements are called out in the next section. They 2 3 Delete ·10 CFR Part 71, and applicable U.S. DOT 
pg 12, para 5 should not be.stated in this paragraph. The Process Control Program regulations ( 49 CFR Parts HO·160): 

AND only addressed disposal waste form issues and cannot demonstrate 
C.lII.l,Sec. compliance with shipping regulations 
114.2. 
pg 121, para 2 

C.I.ll.39 C.1.11.4.2 SECY94·196 superseded GL 81-036. 2 1 In the last line of the paragraph, the reference to 
pg 12. para 5 GL-038 should be replaced with SECY 94-198. 

AND 
C.III.1. Sec 
11.4.2. 
pg 121. para 2 

C.I.l1.40 C.1.11.4.2 This business option was discussed previously as a General Comment 1 1 Deleto lines 4-9 beginning with ~Indicate what 
pg 13, para 1, in C.1.11.9 fraction ... ~ 

lines 4-9 

C.1.11Al C.1.11.4.2 Compaction and baling may not be used and is not required 1 1 In the firs. sentence, replace ~compaction and baling" 
pg 13. para 1 with "processing." 

C.1.11.42 C.1.11.4.2 Clarification needed as to when applicable 3 1 Change • ...Part 61.56: 10 •... Part 61.56 (Slabllily)" 
pg 13. para 2 

C.1.11A3 C.I.l1.4.2 Flexibihty is needed to preclude constant, non-valuable updates to SAR. 3 1 In the first line. replace "Oescribe the type and size" 
pg 13, para 4 with "Oescribe the typical type and size.. : 

C.1.11.44 C.ll1.4.2 Filling and handling are not methods to obtain loose contamination or 3 1 Change"...method of filling, handling and monitoring" 
pg 13. para 5 measure radiation levels. to " ... method of monitoring." 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED - PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.11.45 C.1.11.4.2 There is no 5 year lim!! for on-site storage. This fortner r~quirement of 1 1 Delete M(Up 10 5 years)". 

pg 13, para 6� GL 81-038 was superseded by SECY 94-198. which specifically deleted 
the 5-year limit. Also update SRP 11.4, Append 11.4.-A. pg 11.4-22. 

" 

SRP 11.4 contains outdated guidance on this topic. 

C.I.11.46� C.1.11.42 Paragraph is unclear. Moreover, it is nol common in current SARs and 1 1 The lolklwing is recommended: -Discuss provisions for 
pg 13, para 7 should be considered for deletion or should be entirely rewritten.� moving waste containers to storage and shipping 

areas. Also discuss the pOtential for loss of radioactive 
contents due to dropping containers 'rom cranes, 
forklifts. monorails. etc. Describe provisions 'or 
collecting and processing any lost contents and 
decontaminating containers. Describe provisions for 
waste storage prior to shipping, including storage 
provisions, storage capacity, elc," Delete the balance 0 

the paraQranh, 

C.I.' 1.47 C.I.l1.4.2 Clarification; resolution 01 Sl confusion. 2 4 Change ", ..and radionuclide and becquerel (curie) 

pg 13, para 8 content." to "...activity and radionuclide distribution." 

C.1.11.48� C.1.11.4.2 P&IDs and process flow diagrams: Only one or the other should be 1 4 On line 1, change "P&IDs and process flow diagrams" 
pg 14, para 1 required, based on the specific plant design. to "P&IDs or process flow diagrams" 

AND 
C.IIL1, Se.c. 
11.4.2. 
pg 121, para 3 

C.1.11.49� C.Ul.42 Clarification; minimizes ambiguity and potential for expanded scope of 3 1 On line 5, change "anticipated" to "expected" 
Pg 14;para 1 analysis 10 "all possible anticipated events.· 

AND 
C.III.1,Sec. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, pa'a 3 

C.U1.50� C.1.11.4.2 This information applies to liquid wastes; it should not appear in the soli 2 3 Delete last two sentences on lines 5-8 where the 
pg 14, para 1 waste section. paragraph states YProvide information on 

AND instrumentation..... 
C.Ul.l,Sec. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 3 

C.I.11.51� C.1.11.4.2 This infoonation applies to liquid wasles; it should not appear in the soli 2 3 Delete paragraphs 2-3, which begin with QProvide 
pg 14. para 2- waste section. P&IOs which indicate.. : and "'n addition, provide 
3 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.I.11.52 

C.1.11.53 

C.I11.54 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRCIDNO. 

C.1.11.4.3 
pg 14. para e 

C.I.11.43 
pg 15. para J 

C.I.11.4.3 
pg 15, para 3 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
For clarification purposes. This section is for solid waste. and releases 2 
tends to be (1) generally applicable to liquid and gaseous effluents; and 
(2) focused on clearance (unreslricted release) rather than the extensiVE 
listina near tne bottom of the same oace. 
(1) clarificalion: and (2) typO. 3 

Mention of liquid and gaseous waste not applicable to solid waste 2 
section 

BASIS 

4 

5 

3 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

In the subsection tille and in all paragraphs which 
follow within this subsection, change the word 
"releases" to "effluents" or "release points· to "effluent 
release ooint 
In the last sentence of the paragraph, change "For 
release points disposal methods..... to "For effluent 
release Doints and discosal methods..... 
In item 2 following paragraph 6, delete 81iQuid, 
gaseous,· 

C.1.11.55 C.I.11.4.3 
pg 15, para 1 

AND 
C.l/I.1, 
Sec. I 1.4.3. 
pg 121, para 4 

The requirements in C, 1.11.4.3 and C.III.11.4.3 should be identical at 
this point, but they are \'Vorded differently for some unclear reason. This 
leads to confusion by the user. 

2 4 Match the two paragraphs 

C.I.11.56 

-

C.I.11.4.3 

pg 15. para I 
AND 

C.l/I.1.Sec 
11.4.3. 
pg 121, para 4 

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. 

This same concept applies to the aDCM 

In addition, the PCP does not apply to transport. 

1 2 DeleIe the requirement. 

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

Also delete reference to -NRC and DOT shipping 
regUlations (Part 11. and 49 CFR 171-180)" 

C.1.11.51 C.1.11.5 
pg 15, para 5 

Clarification. . 3 4 Replace ·summarized here, including now diagrams 
and essential design features· with "referenced here." 

C.1.11.58 

C.I.l1.59 

C.I.l1.5 
pg 15. para 6 

C.I.ll.5.2 
pg 11, para 2 

The infonT1alion in EPRI report TR-101965 satisfies these guidance 
documents. 

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

2 

2 

4 

1 

Include a reference to EPRI Report TR-101965 as an 
accepta~le 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.1.11.60 C.1.11.6 General commvnt  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 (If date, 5uoerseded, etc. 

2 4 Clarification and co".1pleteness of references 
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. COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
CI.11.61 C.I.11.6 • References are addressed without specific revision numbers. II is critica 2 4 1) Add a requirement for a table of ref~rences to b~ 

that those developing and reviewing each document know which induded in the COLA which contains the specific 
regulatory or other references applied. This is especially true for revision number used by the applicant for each 
frequently or annually revised RGs and NUREGs, as well as for reference. 
periodically revised ANSI standards and industry standards (including 2) It is'requesled that the NRC prOVide industry with a 
the EPRt URD). discussion regarding Which reference revision numbers 

are to be used in developing the COLA and the SAR 
(o.g .• NUREG-1307 rav 11. "most currant"). This 
discussion would be expected to apply throughout 
current and future COLA and SAR development. 

C.I.11.62� C.L11.6 Clarification and completeness of references routinely used by industry 2 4 General comment -Add an "'ndustry Standards· 
(e.g., NEI; EPRI or other guidance dQCumflnts). section to identify NEI, EPRI or other guidance 

documents and key technical reports whk:h are 
Similarly, embedded references within other OG·1145 references shoul routinely used by industry and/or recognized by NRC 
be included. For 8)(ample, if a Regulalory Guide is referenced as the as an acceptable approach. 
source of a requirement, but within the RG is an explicit related or 
controlling reference to an ANSI standard, then the ANSI standard is Add all applicable embedded referflnces. 
considered as an "embedded" standard" and should be referenced in 
DG-1145. 

C.1.11.63� C.1.11.6. pg 1B The con\lersion factors in RG 1.109 are outdated. Those contained in 3 1 Replace RegUlatory Guide 1.109 with Federal 
the Federal Guidance are based on more current guidance and models. Guidance Reports 11 and 12. 

C.L11.64 C.I.11.6. P9 lB� Regulatory Guide 1.110 is outdated 3 1 Delete Regulatory Guide 1.110 

C.I.11.65 C.1.11.6.pg lB� RG 1.113 has been incorporated into RG 1.143 3 1 Delete Regulatory Guide 1.113. 

C.U1.66 CJ.11.6. pg 11� GL-81.Q3B replaced by SECY 94-198. 1 1 Delete Generic leUer 81.038; add SECY 94-198 

C.I.l1.67 CJ.11.6. Additional references 3 4 IN 91-40 
References IE Bulletin 80·10 

Regulatory Guide 1.11 
ANSI 40.37 

C.L11.6B C.1.11.2.3 Compliance with EPA 40CFR190 is required as part of section 11.2. 2 4 Delete this reference from here (also section 
P9 5. para 5 Compliance with this standard has typically been part of the Offsite Dos C.1.11.3.3) and include it as part 01 the ODeM 

AND Calculation Manual. discussion in C.1.11.5.2. 
C.1.11.3.3 
pg 9, para 6 

C.Ul.69 C.l.l1.3.2� Identification of the types of adsorbent media to be used is required. 2 2 Require identification' of only lhe general type of 
pg 9. para 3� However, the detailed type of thIs media Will. be delennined based upon adsorbent media, along with perfonnance 

performance and 3\1ailability throughout the planl operation. Technology characteristics assumed. 
improvements should not be precluded from adoption by requiring 
excessive delail here. 
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COMMENT OG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.12.1 C.1.12 Many of the requirements in this document appear to require details The level of detail requested may not be available at 

General 1 related to specific processes, equipment and procedures that may not the time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary 
be accurately defined al the COLA. For example the types of portable for COLA. The guidance should say that it is 
and in·plant radiation protection instrumentation, training, specific acceptable to provide the requested information or 
procedures, as well as discussion of routine survey frequencies. etc. provide a general description andlor 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. 

C.I.12.2 C.1.12.1.2, Al the end of the first paragraph of this section; ·These descriptions Define which document they are referring to. OR 
Para. 1 should be detailed in the SAR, including an indication of whether and, jf deleted ·as well as other industry developed design 

so, how the plant will implement and follow the design consideration guidance that includes ALARA criteria" 
guidance provided in Section C.I 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 th 
DG-1145. For example when it says ·85 well 85 other industry develope 
design guidance thai includes ALARA criteria: This is open ended and 
dependent on the NRC reviewer can enlail compliance with a multitude 
of various documents. This goes back to the ide~ of making sure Ihat 
the COL applicants have all the documents and regulations they need I 
follow on hand so as to decrease the number of RAls. 

C.1.12.3 C.1.12.1.2, "Include a general discussion of Ihe plant's approach to meeting the Needs clarification and definition of -requirements." 
para 3 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-Ihe-art, and Ihat 
reasonable assurance exists that Ihe requirements will be properly 
imnlemented nrior to the issuance of ooeratino licenses." 

C.l12.4 CI.12.1.3 First paragraph of this section requested inform3tion, such as "Describe Refer to General Comment 1. 
the methods to be used to develop the detailed operational plans, 
procedures, and policies: This dala may not be available during the 
design and construction phase. This information may not be availabte 
until the fuelinQ be<Jins. 

C.1.12.5 C.1.12.2.1 Specify what kind and the detail of infonnation is being asked for, Le. Specify what kind and the detail of information is being 
what kind of isotopes at what dose ranges, what detail is meant by asked fort I.e. what kind of isotopes at what dose 
~Iocation-of Ihe source. ranges, what detail is meant by "location" of the source 

C.I.12.6 C.1.12.2.1 It is nol dear how N-16 sources from BWR operation are contained Requires clarification. 
sources. 

C.I.l2.7 C.I.12.2.1 Instrument calibration methods and radiation sources used for Requires clarification. 
calibration may change from the time of design and construction to the 
lime 0' operation. If this information is provided al the apparent detailed 
level requested will a license change be required to use different 
methods and sources than reoorted? 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C1.12.8 C.I.12.2.1 Revise this to provide separale requirements thai are dependent on 2 4 This section should specify separate requirements 

source origination (owner license, other license. etc.) and plant status. depending on criteria such as during operation 
conditions. sealed sources, accident sources, sde 
boundaries, button sources. etc. 

C1.12.9 C.I.12.2.1 MProliide a listing of isotope, quantity, form. and use 0' all sources in this 3 4 Please provide darification for this requirement Is this 
latter category that exceed 100 millicuries: 15 this only lor sealed applicable only to portablelinslalled sources. 
sources? Is this for any non-reactor generated source in the plant What 
is the regulatotY basis for the 100 millicuries limit? 

C.1.12.10 C.1.12.2.2 "This description should Include those airborne sources that are created 2 4 This is a very broad statement that requires 
by leakage, opening formerly r:losed containers, storage of leaking fuel c1arificatton. Please define how we would define 
elements, and so forth. ~ leakage - is this design leakage? Whal are closed 

containers? Waste? Tanks? 
C.l12.11 CJ.12.4.2 & The referenced ser:lions refer to NUREG 0737. Since this NUREG was 2 4 NUREG 0737 should be reviewed (0 ensure that the 

C.I.12.3 written significant regulatory work has been done that changes many of industry does not re-commit to requirements resolved 
the requirements or allows for alternate ways to meet the intent of the follOWing publication of the document 

uidance. 
C.I.12.12 C.1.12.3.1, "Also. indude descriptions of methods for reducing the production, 2 2 Specify the time frame when this information i~ 

para 2 distribution, and retention of activation produc!s through design, materia expected. 
selection, water chemistry, decontamination procedures, and so forth.~ 

C1.12.13 CJ.12.3.1, This is a complex paragraph that asks for a significant volume of 2 2 The level of detail requested may not be available at 
para 3 information. the time the COLA is SUbmitted and is not necessary 

MProvide scaled layout and arrangement drawings of the facility. On for COLA. The guidance should say that it is 
these drawings, show the locations of all sources described in Section acceptable 10 provide the requested inlormationQ!.. 
t2.2 of the SAR and identify those sources in a manner that can easily provide a general description and/or reference to 
be related to tables containing the pertinent and necessary Quantitalive applicable .codes and standards that will be used to 
source parameters. Accurately locate positions, indicating the implement the design described in the FSAR. The 
approximale size and shape of each source. On the layout drawings, guidance may call for the COL applicant to provide a 
provide the radiation zone designations, including zone boundaries tor schedule for making this information available for NRC 
normal operations. refueling outages, and post-accident conditions audit, but the schedule need not be part of the COLA. 
(based on the applicable guidance in RegUlatory Guides 1.3. 1.4, 1.7. Items 1 and 2 below also address this same paragraph 
and 1.183). Reference olher chapters of the SAR, as appropriale. The but are three ·Proposed Allemates· thai address 
layout drawings should show shield wall thicknesses; traffic patterns diflarenllssues. The concerns are as follows: 1) this 
(including post-aedden' access routes to and from vi'al areas); and complex paragraph should be split up so that it is 
locations of controlled access areas (including locked easier to read and follow the requirement, 2) portable 

and fixed equipment sholJld be addressed separately, 
3) if Ihe level of required defail is not clarilied, changes 
to these items following COLA submission and/or unit 
slartup will require a 10 CFR50.59 evaluation. This 
requires a significant eNort 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORllY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C1.12.13 C.1.12.3.1, high and very high radialion areas), personnel and equipment 2 2 on the part of the licensee solely due to inadequate 
(continued) para 3 decontamination areas, personnel locker and changeout rooms, inllial guidance. 

contamination control BreBs, radiation protection facilities, airborne 
radioactivity, area and portal radialion monilors. the solid radwaste 
processing area and control panels for radw8sle equipment and 
components, the ansile 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 Cenler. 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, fillers, special handling equipment, and speaal shields) 
related to the use of sealed and unsealed special nuclear, source, and 
byproduct malerial. ~ 

C.1.12.14 C.1.12.3.5 and C.III.1 retains the section header "12.4 Dose Assessment", whereas C.I 3 5 C.III should revised to be consistent with C.I. 
C.III.1, Sec. removes the 12.4 numbering completely. This creates a different sub
12.4 section numbering for the last section. between C.III.1 and C.l 

C.I.12.15 C.1.12.4, Prior to initial loading of fuel in the reaclor, the program described in this 3 4 Requires clarification 
second # (3) section will be fully implemented, with the exception of the organization, 

facilities, equipment, instrumentation, and procedures necessary for 
transferring, transporting or disposing of radioactive malerials in 
accordance with 10 CFR Part 20, Subpart K, and applicable 
reouirements in 10 CFR Part 71. 

C.1.12.16 C. 1.12.4, last "Identify the staffing levels, instrumentation and equipment, facilities, 2 4 Revise to indicate that criteria used for defining these 
para procedures, and training necessary to ensure radiation safety of worker parameters should be provided in the application. 

and the public for each phase of implementation: This information will 
not be available until before the start'of operation. 

C.L1217 C.1.12.4.2 This section appears to address fixed and portable instrumentation and 2 3 Modify this section to clarify that only portable 
also facilities. Fixed instrumentation is addressed in 12.3.1 and 12.3.4. instrumentation and radiation protection facilities are 
Facilities are addressed in sections 12.3.1 and in pan in others. addressed in this section. 

C.1.12.1B C.I.12.4.2, Current language is too restrictive and would require an SAR revision fo 2 4 Change ~Oescribe the types of detectors and monitors. 
para 2 every new instrument type. quantity, etc. as well 85 the quantities... ~ to ~Oescrib8 the typical 

types of detectors and monitors, as well as the 
minimum quantities..." 

C.1.12.19 C.1.12.4.2 C.I.12·11 applies 10 non·DCD COLA only, There will be no OeD 10 refer . 3 4 Delete first sentence· "This section of the SAR need 
"Facilities~. 10. not indude.. : 
para 1 

C1.12.20 C.1.12.4.3, Use of the term disposal in the lasl sentence of the first paragraph 2 4 Modify lasl 'Sentence to use the term disposition in lieu 
Contamination implies that it will be disposed at a licensed burial facility. of disposal. 
Control, para 
1 
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COMMENT OGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID No. COMMENT 
C.I.12.21� C.1.12.4.3. IN 91--40 uses industry experience to update IE 80-10 3 1 Reference IN 91-.40 here 

Contamination 
Control. para 
2 

C.112.22 C.1.12.4.3. The detailed procedures tor refueling, etc.• are not appropriate for 3 4 Clari(y second sentence: "Include a description of the 
Personnel inclusion in this section. This should address only the ALARA aspects. ALARA aspe'cts of the radiation protection procedures 
Monitoring used in refueling... 
and Dose 
Control, para 
3 

C.1.12.23 C.1.12.4.3. Significant typo 3 5 In sentence 3, change ·position conlfor 10 "positive 
Radioactive typo control.
Material 
Control, para 
1 

C.1.12.24 C.1.12.5 Add RG 1.140 3 1 Referenced document in main teICt 
C1.12.25 C.I.12.5 25 Outdated. 3 1 Delete RG 8.28 
C.I.12.26 12.5 Sub-numbers are not correct (start with 49) 3 5 Change to 1 - 3 

lVPO 
C.1.12.27 C.I.12.5 Many documents referenced in this guidance direct the user to clhsl 3 4 Add cross referenced documents to the Reference list 

suppOrting documents. The guidance document reference list does not 
appear to list all of those cross referenced documents and therefore is 
an incomDlete reference list. 

C:1.12.2B C.1.12.3.3 It is staled in the first paragraph of this section that the intent of the 2 3 Reformat Para 1 to move the following to the 1st 
2nd para. section is to address those items ~nol addressed in Chapter 11 or sentence: ·Section 12.3.3 of the SAR should describe 

described in Chapter 9~. however the statement to that effect is not any ventilation system prolective'features thai are not 
concise nor In the oplimallocation in thai paragraph. addressed in Chapter 11 or described in Chapter 9.

C.I.12.29 C.1.12.4.3 Bioassays is redundant. Monitoring bioassays is covered completely in 2 3 Delete bioassays 'rom this requirement 
Respiratory the previous section of C.1.12.4.3 under the heading -Personnel 
Protection Monitoling and Dose Control: See the 1st para, 2nd sentence. 
2nd para. 
1s1 bullet 

C1.13.1 C.1.13.1 NRC should consider changing the required format for section 13.1 to 3 5 Placing it in an appendix would make it simpler for the 
inclUde 8n appendix in which would be placed all the design and applicant in the future to maintain (he FSAR as a living 
conslruction information currently required in subsection 13.1.1. This document. 
information becomes historical after col'Isfruction/startup and is generall 
removed from site FSARs. 

C.1.13.2 C.1.13.1 C.1.13.1·1 NRC should consider changing the rsquired format for section 13.1 to 2 5 Removing the site specific information 10 an appendix 
include a table or appendix whkh would contain information Which is sitE would allow the NRC to perform only one required 
specific or different from a standard/generic FSAR section 13.1. review of the required information in the FSAR and if 
Industry and NRC are currently attempting to make much of the FSAR the applicant adopted the previously reviewed FSAR 
generic. section the only new reviews required lor the NRC 

would be that information in the suggested lable or 
aonendix. . I 

C.I.13.3 C.1.13.1 Items 13.1.1, d. and e. seem lo be asking for the same information 2 4 Clarify the expectations or combine items d. and 8 

exceot that d. uses the ad·ective -Qenerar. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED 
. NO. NRCIDNO. 

C.113.4 C.I.131.1 

C.I.13.5 C.I.13.1.1 

C.1.13.6 C.1.13.1.1.1 

C.1.13.7 C.I.13.1.1.1 

C.1.13.8 C.1.13.1.2 

C.1.13.9 CI.13.1.2.1 C.I.13.1.2.1-1 

C.1.13.10 C.1.13.2 

PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
COMMENT 
The section requests detail that does nol impact public health and 1 
safety. Presentation of the numbers is highly variable considering 
contractor or utility experience and task duration. All requests for 
numbers of DADPle should be eliminated. 
This section requests detaillhat does nol impact public health and 1 
safety. Organizational alignments do not add value to the descriptions 
and are nol useful. For the industry to provide consistent descriptions in 
the SARs this section should only address responsibilities and 
qualifications. Numbers 01 people and organization design should not 
be inc1uded. Delete reference to Technical Support Organization from 
this section, too much of the information belongs in 13.1.2 relative to 
Operating Organization. 

3 
Pre-Operational Responsibilities  This item indicates that a description 
of the proposed plans for the development and implementation of staff 
traJning programs should be included and should be SUbstantially 
accomolished before oreooerational testim; beqins. 
This section is too large because it includes Design. Construclion and 1 
Operating Responsibilities. Organization alignment information is 
provided Ihat does not impact public health and safety. As an example. 
delete the requirement for organization charts. Simplify the presentatio 
of informati~n and focus only on functions and qualifications. 

It is not neces5ary to differentiate between an operating organization 2 
responsibility and support organization responsibility al the site. Pull sit 
operational functions out of 13.1.1 and place in 13.1.2. Only address 
fundion and qualification. Remove organization charts and organizatio 
alignment descriptions. Only include a description of required functions 
and Qualifications. 
Plant Organization, first sentence This sentence requires an applicant 1 
to provide an organization chart showing the tille of each position, 
number of persons assigned. etc. An induslry 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 ts adequate for the application and that the regulatory 
commitments associated with the applicant organization could be 
confinned through inspections aft&r the COL application is filed. This 
comment was addressed in Appendix I of DG-1145 with the NRC 
documenting their concurrence with the comment However,subsectio 
13.1.2.1 was nol revised 10 reflect the adequacy of the alternate 
approach. 
Chan(]8 the tiUe of 13.2 to Trainlna Prooram 3 
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2� Delete any reference to numbers of people or 
percentage or time assigned to the project in the 
opening paragraph. item 3 and item 6. 

2 
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 onfy "Management of Design 
and Construclion~, 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. 

4� This item is more appropriately relocaled 10 Subsection 
13.2, Training. 

2� Change sectton 13.. 1.1.1 to only address Design 
related functions and qualifications. Change 13.1.1.2 
to only address Construction related functions an~ 

qualifications. 

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. 

2 It is recommended that subseclion 13.1.2.1 be revised 
to renect thai a high.../evel 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. 

4 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.11 C.1.13.2 

C.1.13.12 C.l.13.2 

C.1.13.13 C.I.13.2.1 

C.1.13.14 C.I.13.2.1.1 C.1.13.2-6 

C.1.13.15 C.1.13.2.1.1 

C.I.13.16 C.1.13.2.1.1 

Too much detail is being requested for submittal in the training program 1 
descriptions. None of this can be entered until the systematic approach 
to training is followed and materials are actuallY developed 

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

First paragraph at the end of this paragraph. relerence is to Section 3 
13.2.3. Following renumbering lTom initial draft, the correct reference is 
13.2.2. 
These items specify that license applicants should identify the proposed 2 
traimng course durations in the COL application. The industry provided 
comments thai 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 syslems approach to training and that the reference to training 
course durations should be ramoved from DG-1145.. This comment was 
addressed In Appendix I of OG-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. 

Too much descriptive detail is requested, in this section. Schedules are 1 
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 tp add this level of detail. For items ,. 
10 too much detail is requested for 10CFR50.120 programs. 

For clarity, add additional level of numbering for this section: 13.2.1.1.1 3 
for licensed plant staff, 13.2.1.1.2 for non-licensed plant staff 
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2� Revise guidance to indicate that the application should 
include a commitmenllo SAT and applk:able regulato!) 
requirements. 

1� The industry believes that lhe proposed part 52 rule 
language published in (he federal register on March 13 
2006 should be incorporated in this section. 
Specifically 'Within three (3) months after either the 
issuance of an operaling ~cense or the date the 
Commission makes the fInding under §52.103(g) of 
this chapter for a combined operating license. as 
applicable, the licensee shal:l have in effect an operator 
re(]ualification Droaram." 

5� Modify as indicated 

4� It is recommended that the references 10 proposed 
training course durations be removed from items (1), 
(3), and (6) of Subsection 13.2.1.1. 

2� Add a reference to section 13.4 that describes the 
operational program requirements. 'Oelete detail 
requested in 1-6 for OPS programs. Reviewer just 
needs a commitment to meel the CFR. Delete detail 
requested In 1·10 for non-OPS programs. Reviewer 
just needs a commitment to meel the CFR. Remove 
reouirement to orovide a schedule. 

4 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.13.17 C.I.13.2.1.1 These items specify that license applicants should provide the subject 1 2 It is recommended that the references to proposed 

matter including a syllabus or course description for the proposed training syllabi or equivalent course descriptions be 
training courses in the COL application. The industry provided removed from Subsection 13.2.1.1. 
comments that they believed it was not possible to prescribe syllabi or 
similar detailed course, descriptions prior to the systems approach 10 
training as describod In 10 CFR 55.4 and thai 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·1145. This comment was addressed in Appendix I of 
OG-1145 wit,h the NRC making no distinction between course topics an 
a svllabus. 

C.1.13.18 C.I.13.2.1.1 Licensed Plant Staff Item 4 identifies RG 1.149 along with several 3 1 Separate RG 1149 from the regulations cited and refer 
regulations and refers to all of them as ~reQuirements." The NRC RG is to it explicitly as guidance. 
onl f Quidance, not a reQuirement. 

C.1.13.19 C.1.13.2.1.1 Non-licensed Plant Staff Item 2 indicates that the application should 3 1 N/A 
include -a commitment to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.120 at 
least 18 months belore fuelload.~ There is no need to commit to a 
regulation. Regulations are already required to be met, with or without e 

C.1.13.20 C.I.13.2.1.1 C.1.13.2-6 
commitment 
Text refers to development 0' a schedule including course durations lor 3 2 Industry recommends removal of requirements for 

(1) and the licensed operator training program and each part of the training course durations and limelines from the FSAR 
13.2.1.2 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 dttscribed 
in 10 CFR 55.4 and required in this section. 

C.I.13.21 C.1.13.2.1.1 Text specifies the development of program implementation timelines. 1 2 Remove section 13.2.1.2 and references to timeline in 
(l)and The industry believes the level 01 detail requested in lhese FSAR sectio 13.2.1.1 
13.2.1.2 is beyond that necessary to support required COL findings. Consistent 

with SECY-oS·0197. industry believes that timeline infofTTlation should 
be supplied·as part of program implementation m.aterials separately 
from the FSAR. 

C.1.13.22 C.l.13.2.1.1 Text specifies evaluation of training program effectiveness for all 2 4 Revise text to include only training programs for 
(9) employees in accorda!,,!ce with SAT. Industry believes that the FSAR licensed employees and personnel covered by 10 CFR 

section 13.2 only includes specific'training programs for personnel 55.120. 
detailed in the section (e.g. licensed personnel and personnel covered 
bv 10 CFR 55.120.1 . 

C.1.13.23 C.1.13.2.1.1(1) First sentence requires that course length be identified. This informalio 1 2 Remove from text. 
will not be known at the time of COL aoolication 

C.1.13.24 CI.13.2.1.1(1 This section discusses the training provided to all employees regarding 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
0) physical security. This information will be included in section 13.6. regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 

Additional information will also be included in the Physical Security Phm, posl-COL. 
which is a separate document that will be developed post·COL 
application. 

CI.1325 C.l.13.2.1.1(2) First sentence refers to the indusion of 10 CFR 55.31 (how to apply for 2 4 Delete reference to 10 CFR 55.31 
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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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORllY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.26 C.1.13.2.1.1(3) First sentence - subject matter, course description and durations will be 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 

developed using SAT post·COl application regulation with verification by N~C during inspection 
ost·COl 

C.1.13.27 C.1.13.2.t.l(4) Reference is made to 10 CFR 55.31 (how to apply). This is not related 2 4 
to description of simulator caoability and should be deleted. 

C.1.13.28 C.1.13.2.1.1(4) Paragraph requires the COL applicant 10 state how its program will meet 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
regulatory requirements and guidance, including fidelity to the plant and regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 
control room. This information will be contained in plant administrative posl-COL. 
procedures that will be developed post-COL application. 

C1.13.29 C.1.13.2.1.1(4) The fire protection program description will be included in FSAR section 1 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
9.5.1. The fire protection training program will be developed to meet the regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 
requirements of NFPA Standard 600. Training program information post-COL 
detailed in this section 01 DG-1145 will be developed post-COL 
aoolicatlon. 

C.1.13.30 C.1.13.2.1.1(7) C.1.13.2.1.1 This section discusses Emergency Plan training. Emergency Plan 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment 10 meet 
13 training will be included in the Emergency Plan, which is a separate regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 

document thaI will be developed post·COL applicatIon osl·COL. 
C.1.13.31 C.1.13.2.1.1(8) Paragraph requires the COL applicant to slate how its program will meet 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 

regulatory requirements and guidance. including fidelity to the plant and regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 
control room. This information will be contained in plant adminislrative post-COL. 
procedures lhat will be developed post-COL application. 

C.I.13.32 C.1.13.2.1.2 These items specify lhatlicense applicants should identify the proposed 1 2 It is recommended that the references to proposed 
training course durations in the COL application. The industry provided training course duralions be removed from items (1 ). 
comments that they believed it was nol possible to prescribe course (3). and (6) of Subseclion 13.2.1.1. 
durations prior to the systems approach 10 training as described in 10 
CFR 55.4 and that predetermination of COUlse duralions is inconsistent 
with the systems approach to training and that the reference to training 
course durations should ba ramoved lrom OG·1145. This comment wa 
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 10 training course durations. 

C.1.13.33 C.1.13.2.1.2 The first sentence of the section cont~ins connicting text. 3 4 Revise by deleting the las1 three words of the sentence 
"follawina olant criticalitv". 

C.I.13.34 C.1.13.2.2 NUREG-0711. wHuman Factors Engineering Program Review Moder, 1 4 Delete the reference. 
should nol 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. 

C.1.13.35 C.I.13.2.2 RG-1.134,wMedical Evaluation of Licensed Personnel at Nuclear Power 1 4 Delete the reference. 
Plants", should not be listed as a reference for this section. The 
information in this RG applies to lhe licensed operator training program, 
but not to the hiQh-level prOQram description. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.36� C.I.133 The emergency dass definitions have been revised to include security 1 1 The emergency plan should indude the Emergency 

events. Classification definitions contained in NRC BL 2005-02 
or those developed by NEI and endorsed by the NRC 
in RIS 2006-12. 

C.1.13.37� C.I.13.3 This confirmation of agreement does not need to be a permanent part 0 2 4 The applicant should provtde some form of 
the E~plan. Also. the letter showing offsite agency agreement is needed confirmation of the agreement. such as a leUer signed 
whether or not there are other reactors at the site. by Slate and local govemmental authorities, with the 

application: 

C.1.13.38 C.I.13.3 This should be able to be provided by reference to other sections. 2 2 Add the following sentence aner the second paragraph 
on page C.I.13-11:"11 is acceptable to reference the 
sections in the FSAR that address site characteristics 
to satisfy this reQuirement." 

C.1.13.39 C.1.13.3 Existing regulations do not require submittal of State and local 1 1 In addition to the NRC's regulations (described above). 
emergency response procedures, just plans. (10 CFR 50.33(g» 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. 

C.1.13.40 C.1.13.3.1 C.1.13.3.1·1 It is permissible for the Emergency Plan to be a stand alone document. 3 2 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 
emeroency olans or other relevant materials. 

C.1.13.41 C.1.13.3.1 The requirement of 10CFR 73.71(a) should be addressed under 1 4 The cross-reference should indicate where the specific 
security. not EP. criteria in 10 CFR 50.72(a)(3), 10 CFR 50.72(a}(4), 10 

CFR 50.72(e}(3}. Appendix E 10 10 CFR Part 50. and 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. Rev. 1 are addressed in 
the aDolicant's olans. 

C.1.13.42 C.1.13.3.1 Explicitly state what type of documents must be addressed· Gl. Bl. 1 1 The applicant should address the various generic 
Orders. This shoutd not include IN's as these are not supposed to sel communications and Commission Orders that are in 
new requirements. effect. ..explicitly state what type of documents must be 

addressed· GL. BL. Orders. 
C.1.13.43 C.I.13.3.1 The EAl information should be in the stand alone Emergency Plan. 3 3 The emergency plan should also address an 

emergency dassification and action level scheme. 8S 

reauired by 10 CFR 5O.47(b)(4}. 
C.1.13.44 C.I.13.3.1 For security~related aspects of EP to be addressed, explicitly reference 2 4 The applicant should address the NRC Orders issued 

BL2005-02 and RIS 2006-12, not just the 2002 ordors. 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 
detennine what security-related aspects of emergency 
planning and preparedness must be addressed in the 
emeraencv Dian. 

C.1.13.45 C.1.13.3.1 10 CFR 2.390 gives the reQuirer:nents for marking information to be 3 1 Any information submitted to the NRC that is 
withheld from public disclosure. proprietary. sensitive. or safeguards information should 

be marked as required by 10 CFR 2.390. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.46 C.1.13.3.3 Refer to the table at it is labeled· Table C,II.2.B-1. 1 3 Additional plant-specific; emergency planning ITMe 

(i.e .• beyond those listed in Table C.l1.2.B-1.) may be 
proposed. and they will be examined to determine their 
acceptability on a case-by-case basis. 

C.1.13.47 C.1.13 Section 7.1 states that the TSC and OSC may be combined. 2 3 Revise 7.1.6 to be consistent with 7.1. 
Table 13.3 Section7.1.6 states that the OSC be seoarate from the TSC. 

C.1.13.48 C.1.13.3.1 C.I.13.3.1 states: "The application should also include a table of 2 1 C.l.13.3.1 should be revised as follows: 
contents and a cross reference to applicable regulatory requiremen~. "The appltc8tion should also include a table of contents 
guidance documents, generic communications, and other criteria thaI and a cross reference to applicable regulatory 
are used to develop the application and emergency plan." C.1.13.3.1 requirements, guidance documents, generic lellers and 
defines "generic communications" by directing the reader to C.I.13.J.4. bulletins, and other criteria that are used to develop the 

application and emergency plan: 
The C.I.13.3.4listing of generic communications includes not only 
generic leliers and bulletins but also NRC IN. RIS. EPPOS. and CR "The applicant should address Ihe various generic 
documents. The C.I.13.3.1 use of the term ·generic communications· letters and bulletins and Commission Orders that are in 
appears to be inconsistent with requirements in proposed Part effect and applicable to emergency planning in support 
52.79(a)(37) which limits this scope to bulletins and generic letters of an Operating License (see Generic Communications 
(which is specifically noted in Footnote 3 in C.1.13.3.1). Inclusion of identified in Subsection 13.3.4. below): 
documents beyond GL and bulletins is also inconsistenl with C.I.1.9.4 
which justifie~ "The significance 01 limiting this review 10 generic letters 
and bulletins is that these documents pertain to issues that were 
considered to have risen to a level of safety·slgnificance such that they 
required responses and resolutions from nuclear operating plant license 

C.1.13.48 C.I.13.3.1·� Furthermore. 52.59(a)(37) and C.I.1.9.4Iimits this scope to how the 2 1 see above 
(continued)� sUbjecl operating experience insight is incorporated into facility design. 

In public wor1<shop discussions. this listing In C.I.13.3.4 was discussed; 
however. it remains undear as to why emergency planning would be 
given different requirements in contrast wUh any other area thai may 
involve operational aspects. 

C.1.13.49� C.1.13.4 The first two paragraphs reter 10 two different documents far definition 3 3 Revise 8S described 
and discussion of the term ~fully described". NRC should change the 
first reference from ·SECy-oS-019r to ~C.IV.4" and remove the second 
reference such that the third senlence in the second paragraph would 
read NOescriptions of operational programs, consistent with the definilio 
of -fully described" as discussed in Section C.IV.4. shou!d be 
provided ...• 

C.1.13.50� C1.13.3 Reference 23 is a proposed Reg. Guide revision that dales back to 198 1 2 Replace with reference to the appropriate approved 
that has never been finaHzed. Reg. Guide version. 

Page 48 of 131� 10120106 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1.13.51 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRCIDNO 

C.I.13.3 
COMMENT 
Typo in document title for reference 104. 

PRIORITY 

3 

~ 

5 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Change "Dale" to "Dala" 

C.1.13.52 C.I.13.3 Reference 125 is a duplicate of 124 3 5 Delete Reference 125 

C.1.13.53 

C.113.54 

C.1.13.4 

C.1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 1 

NR:C 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 

FSAR section is incorrectly slated as 3.9.6. 151 is actually covered in 
two places. 

3 3 

Revise as described 

Change to '5.2.4 and 6.6' 

C.1.13.55 

C.1.13.56 

C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4~x. 

Item 1 

C.I.13.4. 
Table 13A-x, 
lIem2 

Implementation requirement listed could be clarified 

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

3 

2 

4 

4 

Add 
·ASME XI 2004 IWA 2430(b)" 

Change to 'Generator on-line by nuclear heat' 

C.1.13.57 C.1.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 3 

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

2 4 Change to read 'Fuel load' 

C1.13.58 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 initialed. 

2 1 In accordance with C.lV.4, this should read 'License 
CondItion' 

C.1.13.59 C.1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
ItemS 

The milestone is listed as 'None specified' 2 4 Change to 'Fuel load' 

C.1.13.60 

C.1.13.61 

C.I.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 6 

C.I.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 
IlemB 

PST requireme~tsare only covered in DG~114S section 3.9,6 

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

2 

2 

3 Change FSAR section to '3.9.6' 

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

C.1.13.62 C.1.134. 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 11 

Missing regulation 2 1 Add 10 CFR 52.78 

Page 49 of 131 10/20106 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT 
NO, 
C.1.13.63 

C.I.13.64 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC ID NO. 

C.1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 11,12 
and 13 

C,1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x. 
Item 12 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
FSAR section indicated is not corred 3 

Milestone is not reasonable. Slates Ops training program to begin within 2 
3 months after COL issuance. Should be tied to need for operators 00

shift 

BASIS 

3 

2 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Depending on final outline of DG-1145 Section 13.2. 
renumber these 

Change 10 '18 months prior to fuel load' 

C.I.13.65 C.I.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(1) 

C.1.13.66 C.I.13.4, 
Table 13A-x, 
nem 13 

Implementation milestone slates 'Within 3 months after authorization for 
fuel load', There is no compelling reason to tie the implementation 10 an 
authorization 

'2 4 Remove the words 'authorization fOf' 

C.I.13.67 C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-., 
Item 13 

Implementation requirement is specified as 10 CFR SO.54(i-l). 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.I.13.6B C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 14 

Implementation milestone states' ... 180 days prior to authorization for 
luelload'. 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.1J.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 15 

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

3 5 As indicated on the markup, change: 
inconsisten 'Security' 

twith to 'Security Program' 
industry 'Physical Securily Program' 

slds. to 'Physical Security Plan' 
'Safeguards Contingency Program' 
to 'Safeguards Contingency Plan' 

'Training and Qualification Program' 
to 'Training and Qualification Plan' 
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COMMENT 

NO. 
C.1.13,70 

DG SECTION RELATED 

NRC IDNO. 
C,1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 15 

COMMENT 

17. Improve correspondence with olher documents by listing the 
appropriate 'programs' from SECY-05...Q197, as they are listed in C.IVA 

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

3 

RECOMMENOED WORDING 

Under the Physical Security Plan, list 

• Access Authorization 
• Vehicle Control 
• Fitness for Duty 

Under the Training and Qualifications Plan, list 
• Weapons Training 
• Weapons QuaURequal 

C.1.13.71 

C.1.13.72 

C.1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-ll. 
lIem 15 

C.1.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 16 

Implementation milestone stales 'Prior to mel being on-site'. This could 
be simplified to be consistent with the resl of the table 

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

3 

2 

5 Change to read 'Fuel receipt' or 'Fuel on-site' 
inconsisten 

twith 
industry 

stds. 

1 Change to read 'license Condition' 

C.1.13.73 C.1.13.4. 
Table lJ.4-x, 
Item 17 

Milestone stales 'No laler than 30 days prior to scheduled dale for fuel 
load'. This is nol consistent with the dra" Final Part 52 Rule. 

1 1 Change to read '30 days prior to fuel load' 

C.1.13.74 C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
11em 17 

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

2 I Change to read 'License Condition' 

C.1.13.75 

C.I.13.76 

C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 11 

C.1.13.4. 
Table 13.4-)(, 

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

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

3 

3 

5 Change the program title to 'Maintenance Rute', c;>r just 
Conforman add the words -Maintenance Rule· 

ce to 
typical 

language 

5  Use either 'fuel receipt' or 'fuel on-site' consistently 
consistent ~ 

language 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NR" 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.13.77 C.1.13.5.1 Section C.1.13.5.1 indicates that the FSAR should specifically indicate The FSAR should describe specific alternative 

whether the Mapplicable portionsM of Regulatory Guide 1.33 concerning methods that will be used to implement procedural 
plant procedures will be followed. As Regulatory Guide 1.33 is nol proQrams. and the manner of imptementing them." 
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 Seelic 
C.I.13.5.1. or remove this wording altogether as indicated in the mark-ul= 
following. 

C.1.13.78 C.I.13.5.1(3)� Plant-specific technical guidelines are also known a Emergency ~Plant·specific technical guidelines (P·ST(is), Q!. 
(1)� Response Guidelines (ERGs). This language should be included in OG Emergency Response Guidelines (ERGs) which are 

1145 uidelines based on anal sis of.. .. 
C.1.13.79 C.I.13.5 Section 13.5.2.1 2 has incorrect information in parentheses. Section 13.5.2.12 should read 1.a--eabove 
C,1.13.80 C.1.13.5 Typographical error - delete the 'close' parentheses at end sentence. Revise as described 

C.1.13.81� C.1.13.5 C.1.13.5.2.1-2 NRC should consider remolling requirement of the second sentence in Change the second sentence to read ~The general 
section 13.5.2.1 to describe the -format" of procedures In the FSAR. content for each class should be described: 
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 requiremenl 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.1.13.5.2.1-2. 

C.1.13.82� 13.5.1.1 Similar to fire protection, flooding and HELB are common mode events Under the list of Category (a) procedures that discuss 
that require a methodical operations strategy to manage the transient. controls suggest adding two additional procedures for 
Most plants have procedures that address these events. consideration - these would include Flooding and 

HELB. 
C.1.13.83� 13.5.2.1Al For completeness maintenance would be a leading reason for having Add the words ·or maintenance- after the word testing.· 

to refill and vent systems. 
C.1.13.84 13.5.2.1A.� These are not specifically covered in the types of procedures already In this lisl of procedures we omil surveillance 

listed and typically make up a large percentage of plant procedures. procedures and special lest 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 Indicate thai detailed procedures will be available for 
procedures should be avaUab~ al the time the application is filed. verification during construction. 
However, the industry comment indicated that the fonnat of procedures 
would be developed as part of the procedure writers' guide and would 
occur aner the application was filed. This comment was addressed in 
Appendix I of 0(;,1145 with the NRC documenting their agreement with 
the comment and stating that detailed procedures would be verified 
during construction. However, DG·1145 was not revised to reflect this 
aQreement. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.86� 13.5.2.1 The industry commented Ihallhe part of the organization responsible fo 2 4 Indicate thai detailed procedures will be available for 

maintaining procedures and the general content of procedures could be verirication during construction. 
identified at the time of application. However, the industry commenl 
indicated that the specific group(s) responsible for procedure 
maintenance and the formal of procedures would be developed 
subsequent to the applicalion filing. This comment was addressed in 
Appendix I of OG-1145 with the NRC documenting their agreement with 
the comment and stating that detailed procedures would be verified 
during construction. However, DG-1145.was not revised to reflect this 
a~reement 

C.I.13.87� 13.1,2 Parts (5) and (6) appear 10 connic!. Part (5) allows an applicant to be 3 I Delete the words ·shift technical advisor" from part (6). 
consistent with one of the options in the commission's Policy statement 
on Engineering Expertise on Shin, however, part (6) specifically require 
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 Pol(cy stalement< NRC states a preference for a 
combined SRO and STA posinon. 

C.I.14.1 C.1.14.2.2 C.1.14.2.2-2� Section C.1.14.2.2 specifies that license applicants ·should develop a 2 4 The industry believes the level of detail requested in 
C.III.14.2.2� training program for each fundamental group in the organization, with these FSAR section is beyond that necessary to 

regard to the scheduled pre-<lperational and initial startup testing, to support required COL findings. This sentence should 
ensure that the necessary plant staff are ready for commencement of be modified consistent with SECY-05-0197 to make 
the htst program.· clear that training program information should be 

supplied as part of program implementation materials 
separately from the FSAR. 
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~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.14.2 C.1.14.2.4 C.1.14.2.4-1 We appreciate the ~arification that detailed procedures are not 2 4 The COL applicant should describe the administrative 

C.III.1. expected to be provided with the COLA. However. this section controls that will govem lhe conduct of each major 
Sec.14.2.4 continues to seek description of "specific administrative controls that will phase of the test program. TRis 1:1866RftisR sl:lgYld 

be used to ensure that necessary prerequisites are satisfied tor each iASlw!;js t~8 &~8Gi~G aEl"fRistrali"8 1>9RlrQI6 tt:lat itlbe 
major phase and for individual tests: and -methods that will be used to l:f6&9...le and ensure that necessary prerequisites are 
ensure relesting following [modifications or maintenance]," This satisfied for each major phase and lor individuallesls. 
language raises questions about the level of detail expected by the NRC The COL applicant should also describe the methods 
staff. 10 be followed in initiating pfant mOdifications or 

maintenance that are determined to be necessary to 
condocl Ihe test program TJi:lIi6 de6GFiptjsR sl:t9\lld 
iRslY~a IRa metAess IAal iIIl:1a Ysed '9 9R61t1Fe2lliL 
provisions for retesting following such modifications or 
maintenance. 

C.1.14.3 C.1.1424 C.L 14.2.4-2 The staff agreed with our earlier comment that post work testing and/or 2 4 The description should also iRslyde me'heEis identify 
C.1I1.1, analysis may be as varied as the ITMC themselves and thus is not provisions to ensure that retesting that is required for 
Sec.14.2.4 practical to describe in the FSAR, however no change was made to the modifications or maintenance remains in compliance 

uidance. The Cl uidance should be modified. with lTAAC commitments,· 
C.1.14.4 C.l14.2.S C.L14.2.S-1 Appendix I says the lasltwo sentence of Section 14.2.5 have been 3 3/4 Move the sentences. 

C.III1. Sec. moved to 14.2.6. They have not. 
14.2.5 

C.1.14.S C.I.14.2.10 C.L 14.2.10-1 The NRC staff has acknowledged that COLAs need nof contain 2 2 The COL applicant should describe its plans for 
C.lII.1,Sec. procedure-levellntormation. This seclion still calls for COLAs to dessritle tAe presedwrB6 tAat 1 'ill gltlide initial fuel 
14.2.10 "describe the procedures· that will guide initial fuel loading and initial loading and inilial criticality. 

C.1.14.6 C.I.14.2.11 CI.142.11·1 
criticalitv. 
The fourth sentence states that each lesl required to be completed 1 , Delete 4th sentence or modify it to refer to the 

C.lII.1, Sec. 
142.11 

before initial fuel load or designed 10 satisfy the requirements for 
completing ITAAe should be identified, cross-referenced and provided 

proposed new requirement in Section 52.99(a). 

with the COL application or be made available for audit during NRC CO 
application review. This sentence should be deleted. ITAAC completio 
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 ITMe. The suggested crossrelerence may be part of such 
a submittal; this should be the subject of further industry·NRC 
discussion 

C.1.147 C.114.211 C.I.t4.2.11-2 The NRC staff agreed with our previous commenl regarding the 2 3/4 Approved test procedures should be (available] a11east 
C.III.1, Sec. likelihood thai approved slarlup test procedures may change in the last 60 days prior to fuel loading for fuel loading and startup 
14.2.11 60 days prior to their use, bUI (10 <::hange was made to the guidance. test procedures. licensees should provide timely 

notificallon to NRC of changes in approved test 
procedures that have been made available for NRC 
review. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.15.1 CJ.t5� The text in this section.lists applicable US!s and GSls which should be 1 1 Clarify the need to address resolved USJ/GSls 

considered. The lists begins wit~ the following US!s.� 
USI-A-9· (ATWS)� 
USI·A-47 (Safety Implications of Control Systems)� 
USI-B-17 (Criteria tor Safety-Related Operator Adions)� 
USI-C-4 (Statistical Methods for ECCS Analysis)� 
However, a review oJ the November 2005 version of NUREG-0933� 
indicates that the above USls have all been resolved. Has the status of� 
US!s and GSls been modified for the purpose of COL applications?� 

C.1.15.2� C.I.15.1 Anticipated transients without scram (ATWS) should nol be included in 1 1 Move the ATWS discussion to a separate section. 
this sectkln. 

This seelion groups and summarizes design-basis accidents into 
categories by ihe type of thermal-hydraulic fault or phenomena which 
initiates the event. A table in this section identifies the following initialin 
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) r@3ctivity 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 C.l15.1� An anticipated transient is not a thermal-hydraulic fault type. 1 1 see above 
(continued)� Designating a transient as an anticipated lranslenlldentifies the 

frequency grouping which should be assigned. The frequency of 
occurrence is discussed laler in Section C.I.15.2. 
Failure assumptions of the protection system used in the mitigation of a 
transient are not initiating event categories. 
AddlUonat1y 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. 
Similarty. 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 

Iisl 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C1.15.3 C.I.15.6.2 Text states that only safety related systems can be used and then in the 3 3 ·Only satety·relaled systems or components&aA

next sentence.identifies when non·safety related systems can be used. ~ be used to mitigate transient or accident 
conditions. However. non·safety related systems Dr 

~Only safety-related systems or components can be used to mitigate components may be assumed operable in analyses for 
transient or accident the following cases:. -
conditions. However. rion-safety related syslems or components may be 
assumed operable in analyses for the following cases: ... 

, 
C.I.15.4 C.1.15.6.2 Text states ''The applicant should provide a discuss of how the 3 4 Should be ''The applicant should provide a discussion 

definitions ..... of how the definitions ..... 
C.1.16.1 C.1.16 C.1.16. fourth paragraph, third sentence, slates "No bases arB required 2 4 Revise the quoted sentence to stats, "No bases are 

for the TS seclions related to TS usage rules (definilions, logical required for the TS sections related to TS usage rules 
connectors, required action completion limes, and surveillance (definitions, logical connectors, required action 
requirement frequencies) and the TS section for design features: This completion times, and surveillance requirement 
listing should also include the section for Administrative Controls. Base frequencies}, design fealures. or administrative 
are nol required for the Administrative Controls. controls. 

CI.17.1 C.I.17.4.2 The guidance should distinguish between the purpose of RAP and how i 2 4 Clarify last paragraph, sentence 5, as follows: "The 
is accomplished goal of Reliability Assurance during this stage is to 

ensure thai 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.I.17.2 C.1.17.4.2 See also oommen( for C.1I1.1.11.4.2. SECY 95-132 rejected the 2 4 Remove references to O-RAP. Slate that "Operalional 
establishment of a separate PROGRAM called Operational Reliability reliability assurance objectives and activities are -
Assurance Program (O-RAP). In the staffs SECY response (Alt. 1, Iterr incorporated into the QA Program and Maintenance 
E, ) the slaff agreed that operational reliability assurance ACTIVITIES Rule Program; therefore no further description is 
would be incorporated into existing programs, The staff further stated reqUired. Per SECY 95-132, non-salety-relaled, risk· 
that the Maintenance Rule Program and the QA Program together with significant SSCs that have reliability concerns caused 
limited-scope COL action item covering the gap were sufficient to meet by design or operations-related problems are outside 
the objectives of operational reliability assurance. the scope of the existing maintenance and quality 

assurance regulatory framework. The stan will 
establish a COL action item for the evolutionary 
designs to address this "'gap,"' and will evaluate lhis 
approach for the passive designs" 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED� PRIORI1Y BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO.� COMMENT 
C.1.17.3� C.1.17.4.3 This is Part 1 guidance: the guidance should not presume a design 2 3 Modify sentences 4 and 5, and added sentence 6 10� 

certification. In addition. 10 CFR 52 uses the term design control state: "The design~ontro!document.� 
document (DCDI for certified designs. The guidance in Part 1 should certified or not, addresses this phase. The design� 
also allow for the siluation in which a OeD has been submihed '0 the G8FWi6atieR control document also addresses a OOR

NRC for approval, but has nol been approved. E)6lefR ba6ed*Tier 1 inspection, test, analysis. and� 
acceptance criteria (ITAAC) requirement for RAP.l!...!:!2.. 
design control document is referenced then the COL 
8Dolicanl is resoonsible to im lement the desl n chase 
ollhe RAP." 

4Delete unnecessary descriptor. 

. C.1.17.4 C.I.17.4.3 Last sentence states ·COL applicant is also responsible 'or 2 4 This should be COL licensee or holder. The applicant 
implementing.. describes what the licensee will do during the 

operational phase. 

C.1.17.5 C.1.17.4.4� These two bullets are overty broad. 2 4 Provide examples of the type of information to be 
• The design and operational information used for plant reliability described in the FSAR. The examples should reflect 
assurance activities. the type of summary-level information appropriate to 
• Procurement, fabrication, installation, construction and testing� describe in the FSAR, recognizing thai more detailed 
requirements for risk-significant SSCs. information w«?uld be contained in program 

implementation documents maintained by the licensee. 

C.1.17.6� C.I.17.4.5 The discussion of the second phase of the Program implementation 1 2 The second phase is the site-specific phase, which� 
(sentence 6) indicates that this 'site-specific'. phase Is the responsibility introduces the plant's site-specific design informati.on t� 
of the COL Applicant, and then identifies actions that are required. the RAP process. The COL applicantJholder performs� 
Some of these actions may not occur until after the COL is issued; (his phase. At this phase, the RAP is modified or� 
therefore it is appropriate to identify thai this phase is a COL appended based on considerations specific to the site.� 
applicanllholder responsibility. The COL Applicant should provide a The COL applicanVholder establishes the probabilistic,� 
description in .the FSAR of the information identified in Section deterministic, and other melhodsto determine and� 
C.I.17.4.4. maintain the site-specific list of S5Cs under the scope 
At the time of COLA, the SSC list will be essentially unchanged from the of RAP. The COL Applicant should describe in the 
OCO SSC list; site-specific changes to the OCD sse list will not be FSAR the information identified in Section C.I.17.4.4. 
identified untillaler in the design implementation process. The COL applicant holder is also responsible for 

completing the incorporation of site~specific information 
inlo the RAP and for implementing the RAP using 
existing operational programs. 
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~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.17.7 C.I.17.4.4 These following bullel is a COL Holder action versus A COL Applicant 2 2 The Bullel should be modified as: Describe the 

action: process for completing the prioritized list of site~specifi 

SSCs designaled as riskasignificant. This process 
• A prioritized list of sile·specific SSCs desIgnated as risk-significant. should discuss the use of the OCD sse list and how it 

wilt be supplemented by the sile-specific PRA and the 
AI the time of the COL Application, the list of SSCs will be (essentially) Expert Panel. (This may be described in the 
the same as the DCD list: site-specific SSCs cannot be developed until Mainlenance Rule Program description) 
later as the site specific design elements are finalized and the EOPs are 
written, etc. At this time the Expert Panel will append the OCD list, and 
the site-specific list will form the basis for the M-Rule program 

C.I.17.8� C.I.17.5 The guidance in this seelion references a new SRP 17.585 the NIA NIA NIA 
documentlhat will contain the detailed QA program description to be 
included in COLA. Industry is currently working to provide input to the 
Staff on the contf;m! of the SRP. It is anticipated that industry comments 
will be resolved in that process. 

C.I.17.9� C.I17.6 The COL application will provide required information to support NRC 1 2 Delete the sentence: Fer reEl~e6ted iAfermatioA Ihal is 
staff reasonable assurance findings. Applicants are not required to 
explain in the FSAR why other information is not known or estimate i8 RslltAQ R BRe! e6tiFRate ...hSR 'he iRlsrmatieR ill 
when the information will become available. -Consistent with SEeY-05- baGQma a a'taale, 
0197, operalional program descriptions will identify the mile'stone(s) by 
which the program or pm1ions thereof will be implemented. More 
detailed schedule info about program implementation, including when 
additional program implementation documents will be available, will be 
provided to Ihe NRC separately from the FSAR. Attachmenl 1 is a 
markup of the NRC draft guidance that includes Industry input. 

C.I.17.10� C.I.17.6.1.1 The COL application will provide required information to support NRC 1 2 Replace this section with a reference 10 NUMARC 93
staff reasonable assurance findings. Delete guidance to provide info ~to 01 and RG 1.160 as Ihe basis for identifyIng SSCs in 
the extent thai this information is known at the time of the COL the scope of the MR. 
application.- Also, delete reference 10 -information on structures, 
systems, and components (SSCsr and the subsequent detailed listing 
of sse specific Information since this will not be available at the lime of 
the COL application. The scciping description in the COL application 
should only include a description of the seoping method consistent with 
NUMARC 93-01 and RG 1.160 

C.I.17.11� C.I.17.6.4 The descriplion of program procedures fOf compliance with 10 CFR 2 2AND4 Replace this seclion with leJCt thai references lhe 
50.65(a)(4) indudes statements about information ~known at the time of existing NUMARC and RG documents associated with 
COL application" and repeats guidance In existing NUMARC and RG 10 CFR 50.65(a)(4). 
documents. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
~ NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.17.12 C.I.17.6.6 C.I.17.4.1-1 Consistent with SECY/SRM·94-084, there is no requirement to establish 2 3 Modify Ihe section as follows: ~Oescribe the 

an "Operational RAP.~ As described in Section 17.4. RAP during the relationship and interface between MR Program 
operational phase is accomplished through existing operational implementation and &Ae ~ Reliability 
programs. including the MR. To avoid confusion and to be consistent Assurance Program (ORAP) implementation during the 
with Commission guidance. DG-1145 should refer to "RAP during the operational phase (See Section C.I.17.4), including 
operational phase," not to "ORAP." how functions are coordinated and procedures overlap 

and/or are cross referenced. Note: If the scope of the 
QRAP is enveloped by the Maintenance Rule 
Program's SSCs classified as HSS, the Maintenance 
Rule Program is an acceptable method of 
implementation of the QRAP during the operational 
phase: 

C.I.1B.l C.I.1B C.I.1B-4 Do nol rephrase existing regulatory guidance.(NUREG-Q711) 1 4 Incorporate exisling regulatory guidance by reference. 

C.1.1B.2 C.I.1B At the July 2006 public workshop, several issues were discussed where 1 4 NRC and industry must reach agreement on the issues 
the indusby believes additional guidance is needed in both NUREG· that need to be addressed, their priorities, and a clear 
0711 and SRP Chapter 18. NRC staff agreed with the industry path forward that supports the new plant schedules. 
comments in terms of there being issues that need further definition. 
Neither the industry re·dran of CJ.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 HSls for accident mitigation, display evaluation, 
soft controls, computerized procedures, automation, etc? Whal criteria 
should be applied 10 assure appropriate teamwork between operating 
crew members and between aulomallon and operators? 

C.1.1B.2 C.L1B� What Iypes of verification and validation (V&V) are appropriate for 1 4 see above 
(continued)� human factors features, and how should their scope and rigor be grade( 

based on complexity andlor safety significance andlor 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 thai can disable the safety function entirely? 

C.I.1B.3 C.I.1B.7.3.2� Enhancement language recomme.nded to ensure Sections 7 and 18 are 3 4 Seclion C.L1B.7.3.2. Safely Aspecls of the HIS - At the 
closely coordinated with respect to HSI� 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: 
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COMMENT 
NO 
C.1.184 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

CI.18 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
NRC staff has indicated during public interaclions thai additional 1 
research is being initialed on systems communications Issues 
associated with "glass control rooms." In addition, ACRS noted in a 
November 21. 2005 letter to the EDO. "The (Oigitall&C) research plan 
includes a program to investigate advanced nuclear power plant digital 
systems (Seclion 3.6), but this worit has nol 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 thai the research the staff considers necessary 10 
support new plants may result in new design requirements. 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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

C.t.18.5 C.I.18 Disposilion of Public Comments C.I.18-1 & -10 [11 elements completed 
by COL application]: -Disposition, as shown in the 9/06 drafts of C.1.1S 
and C.III.1, resolves the issue. 

2 4 To be consistent with these changes, a similar 
rewording of the last paragraph in C.II.2.2.9 (ITAAC for 
HFE) is suggested. 

C.1.18.6 C.1.18 Disposition of Public Comments C.l.18-2 & -11 (Inspeclion of 
implementation vs. review of submittals]: Disposition, as shown in the 
9/06 draft of C.I.18, resolves pan of the issue by reference to ITAAC 

1 4 Adding a cross reference here to C.II.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.I.18.7.2.4-1 

C.1.18.7 C.I.18 Induslry Re-drah of C.1.18 (Attachment 1): Various marginal comments 
are inclUded to explain or justify changes. Nole that colors in the 
comments are a product of the track changes fealure in MS Word, and 
are irrelevant to the contents of the comments. 

, 4 Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in 
Attachment 1. 

C.1.18.8 C.1.18 Disposition of Public Comments C.I. 18·3 & -12 {Restated review 
guidance]: As proposed in the Staff response, Industry re~drafted C.l.le 
using citations 10 available Staff guIdance. The re·draft treats each 
PRM element In three parts: 

1 4 Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in 
Attachment 1. 

Purpose - Presents a brief description of the element based on similar 
summaries in SRP Ch.18 

ContenlS - Presents citations to Staff review guidance wilh clarifications 
of submittal contents and levels"f,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·dran 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. 
CI.18.9 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.I.18 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
Public Comment C.1.18-4 & .13 [Added review guidance): The Siaff 1 
response to C.I.18-4 noled thai NUREG-Q711 & NUREG-Q800 give 
guidance for Staff reviews but not for Applicant subminals. This may be 
true, but from a technical standpoint, the Industry finds the available 
Start review guidance to be equally suited to either role. However, it is 
understood from the 7/06 workshop thai the Staff expects NUREG..o711 
review guidance to be revised again soon. Thus. where C.I.18 text aim 
to anticipate such changes, this should be clearly indicated. The -Adde 
Review Guidance- sections in the Industry re-draft provide a contr~lIed 

means to do so. These sections in the re-draft include Ihe cases of 
added Staff review guidance noted in the prior C.1.16 draft, with 
corresponding comments by Industry 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in 
Attachment ,. 

C1I8.10 C.1I8· Disposition of Public Comment C.I.18-S &C.I.18.1.2.4-1 (fSAR content 
& level of detail): The Industry re-draft (An. 4) provides an implemented 
approach for identifying the necessary conlents and the acceptable 
levels of technical detail in COL applicant subminals. 

1 4 Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in 
Anachment 1. 

C.1I8.11 C.I.18 Public Comment C.1.18-6 & -14 (Minimum Inventory): It was understood 
from the 7/06 workshop thai the Staff acknowledged the need for 
additional guidance in this area, but it was not clear that the Industry re
draft of C.l.18 was expected to address it. Thus, no guidance was 
proposed by the re-drClft in this area, and the issue remair:'s open. 

2 4 

C.1I8.12 C.1I8 Disposition of Public Comment C.I.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 govemed by regulatory 
conventions. 

3 5 

C.1I8.13 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.I. 1Stext or key relerences: Application, On·the-docket, FSAR, 
Submittal, Reference, Relained-but-available (Le. for auditllnspeclion), 
etc. In addition, the impacl of referencing (Le., from the fSAR or the 
SUbmittal) on the slatus of a reference (i.e .• on/offthe docket) should be 
dear. These are generic issues which, if addressed elsewhere, may be 
incorporated in C.I.18 by reference. 

2 4 

C.1.18.14 C.I.18 Disposition of Public Comment C.1.18-8 (Connie's of interpretation]: By 
using citations, conflicts of interpretatIon with Staff ruview guidance are 
generally avoided in the Industry re-draft. However, some of the items i 
the -added review guidance- sections remain a potential source of 
conflict. Each of these should be reviewed and repfaced by the 
appropriate citation, if possible. 

2 4 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.19.1 C.I.19 Issue: 4th paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The applicant should use the 2 1 Delete sentence or replace "should us." with 

results and insights of its PRA and severe accident evaluations to ·should consider." 
establish specifications and performance objectives for the plant design, 
construction, inspection, and operation." 

Comment: PRA does not establish design specifications and 
performance objectives for the plant design, construction, inspection an 
operation. 

C.I.19.2 C.1.19 Issue: 4th paragraph. last sentence reads "The infonnation in Chapler 3 4 Delete sentence. 
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.n 

Comment: Chapter 19 does not indude detailed technical information. 
This sentence is unnecessary and should be deleted. 

C.1.19.3 C.I.19 Issue: Last paragraph.. 1sl sentence reads: NTo support the NRC staffs 1 1 Add after this sentence -For a COL application 
timely review and assessment, the applicant should adhere to the referencing a certified design, this fonnat meels the 
recommended format and content for Chapter 19 provided herein. intenl of Section IV.A.2.a of Part 52 appendices, as the 

certified design OCD would be incorporated by 
Background: OG-1145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on reference. An exemption would not be required: 
DG_1145,N provided the following comment. response and disposition on 
this topic: 

C.II.1.7-1 Section C.II.1.7, The third paragraph in Section C.II.1.7 states 
"To support the NRC 
Staffs timely review and assessment of the documentation, applicants 
should adhere to 
the r~commended 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 certificalion 
probabilistic risk 
assessment (PRA) (which may not be in .the format 0' Appendix B). 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.19.3 C.I.19� Response: The NRC slaff disagrees with this comment. II should be 1 1 see above 
(continued)� noted that this part of DG-1145 applias to COL applicants that do not 

reference a certified design and thus. there may not be 8 design 
certification PM upon which to develop the COL application PRA. 
Further, 
for a COL application that references a certified design. the format of lh 
PRA information to be submitted per Appendix 8 is nol a requirement of 
10 CFR 52.80(a), which requires the COL applicant thaI references a 
certified design to submit a plant specific PRA thai"...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 submined under 10 CFR 52.47 for 
the design certificati~n 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. 

Disposition: No change to DG-1145. 

Comment: Industry'needs formal concurrence that changes to Ihe� 
format of Chapter 19 and the plant-specific PRA will n01 require� 
an exemption.� 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1.19.4 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.I.19 
COMMENT 
Issue: Last paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "Chapter 19 .should 
reference the applicable analyses and evaluations, as well as provide 8 
summary description of the supporting information, needed to 
demonstrate compliance with the above identified regulatory 
requirements and Commission policies.· 

PRIORITY 

2 

BASIS 

2 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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-1145," provided the following comment. response and disposition 0 

this topic: 

C.1.19·1 The last sentence in the last paragraph in Section CJ.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 an 
Commission policies." 

Please darify the use of 'he language ~should reference.~ We assume 
thaI a summary 
de~cription of supporting information is an acceptable alternative to 
including all 
refer1tnces. 

--_. 
Response: The NRC staff agrees with this comment. The staff does not 
expect the applicant 10 reference all supporting information that may be 
applicable. A summary description at the supporting 
information is acceptable. 

Disposition: Section C.1.19 has been revised to provide darification 

C.1.19.4 
(continued) 

C.I.19 Comment: Language noted contin.ues to lack clarity. One of the main 
reasons to require a PRA report thaI 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 
infonnation 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 indude 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 DG SECTION RELATED PRIORI1Y BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.I.19.6 C.I. 19.2.3. 1 Issue: 3rd sentence reads -If some internal events are screened Qut or 2 4 The requirement for this information in Chapler 19 

incorporated into olher evaluations (e.g .• grouped events), this section should be removed: especially when it is already 
should de'5cribe the screening/bounding/grouping, submitted elsewhere as part 01 the license applicalion. 

Comment: This information is not relevant for Chapter 19. It is part of Delete sentence 
the PRA submittal per C.II.1. If grouping is described in Chapter 19 as 
an attribute of the design, then that grouping woukt need, unnecessarily 
to be maintained. This could cause maintenance of more than one PRJ! 
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.119.7 CI.19.2.3.1 Issue: Fourth bullet reads Mldentify important assumptions (lnduding 2 4 Replace noted bullet with Mldentify important, key 

PRA key a5sumptions3 and PRA-based insights'r Footnote 4 reads assumplions3.0 
•..·PRA-based insights" are those insights identified during design 
cert!fication thai ensures assumptions made in the PRA will remain valid Add bullet MOocument PRA·based insighls4" 
in the as-to-be-buitt, as-...to-beo<Jperated plant and includes assumptions Address consistency among subsections. 
regarding SSC and operator performance and reliability, ITAACs, 
interface requirements. plant features, design and operational programs Replace footnote 4 with M"PRA-based insightsM are 
elc. The usage of Ihis phrase Is intended to be consistent wilh its use in those insights identified during the analyses conducted 
referring to the information provided in Table 19.59-29 in the AP-600 for the COL application (which may have been 
and AP-l000 Desi9n Conlrol Documents (DCDs): . developed during design certificalion) that ensures 
Commen' 1: ~(Includlng PRA key i1ssumptions3 and PRA-based assumptions made in the PRA will remain valid in the 
insights4r is inconSistent with other subsections, for example, as·tQ-be-built. as·...to-be-operated plant and includes 
SUbsection 19.2.3.1.2 assumplions regarding SSC and operator performance 

and reliability, ITAACs, interface requirements. plant 
Comment 2: An acceptable alternative to providing PM-based insights features. design and operational programs, etc, The 
in many subsections Is to provide the insights in one section. for usage of this phrase is intended to be consistent with 
example in section C.I.19.2.5. its use in referring to the information provided in Table 

19.59-29 in the AP-600 and AP-1000 Design Control 
Comment 3: Is it appropriate to reference the AP.,aOO or AP-1000 DCa Documents (OC,?s). These may be collected in Sectior 
in a regulatory guide? C.I.19.2.5 instead ot each section: 

C.1.19.B C.1.19.3 Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "If a specific feature is described and 2 3 Add "and need not be repeated in this section: 10 the 
analyzed elsewhere in the FSAR. this section should provide the end of the sentence. 
relevant cross-references. and need not be repeated in this sedion. 
Comment: Many of the topics included in the DG were addressed in 
other sections on the c~rtified design OCDs. For example. Anticipated 
Transients without scram, Mid·Loop Operation, Station Blackout. 
Add -and need not be repealed in this section.Mto the. end of the 
sentence. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
CI.199 

OG SECTION RELATED 
NRC ID NO. 

C.I.19.3 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
Issue: 1s1 paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "This description and analysis 3 
should specifically address the issues identified below, as well as other 
issues k1entified in SECY-90-016 and SECY·93..Q87, which the 
Commission approved in related staff n~quiremenl memoranda (SRMs). 
dated June 26. 1990. and July 21.1993. respeclively." 
Comment: Sentence should be clarified to include "as appropriate." 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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

C.1.19.10 C.1.19.3 Issue: 3rd paragraph feads "If a specific feature is described and 
analyzed elsewhere in the FSAR, this section should provide the 
relevant cross-references: . 

2 3 Add "and need not be repeated in this section" to the 
end. 

C.1.19.11 C.I.194.1 

Comment: For efficiency add "and need not be repeated in this sectionN 

tathe end, 

Jssue: 2nd paragraph, 1s1 sentence reads NThe NRC staff eJlipecls the 

plant-specific PRA to reasonably retlect the plant as it was constructed, 
in preparations for slartup, and therefore, the plant-specific PRA should 
be upgraded prior to inillal operations to incorporate those changes thaI 
were deferred (Le" screened 85 not being significant) during the design, 
COL application, and construction phases, and to address findings 
during the PRA-related plant walkdowns," 

3 4 Replace Nrindings during- with -results or 

. Comments: For clarity replace -findings during" with "results or 

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 ek:ample for ~6 months prior to the 

issuance of the maintenance update to is "6 months prior 10 the slart of 
the maintenance lipdate " 

2 3 Add -reasonably" before "reflect" 

Replace "issuance" with Nstart" 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.19.13 Large Release Frequency (lRF): The guidance Introduces a new PRA 

melric. LRF for evaluating changes to the licensing basis dUring 
operations. lhe development of Reg. Guide 1.114 and \he ASME 
Standard RA-Sb-2005, PRA Internal Events. which will be endorsed in 
Reg. Guide 1.200, has taken many years. In thai 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 setling 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 i 
would be applied. -This would 

C.1.19.13 introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new licensing process as 
(continued) 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 Eal1y ReleaSE! Frequency, which 
corresponds-Io early health effects, and Core Damage Frequency. 

C.II.1.1 C.1I.12 C.lI.1.2·4 Issue: Paragraph reads ·Oetermine how the risk associated with the 1 2 The draft should be changed to reference the QHOs 
design compares against the Commission's goals of less Ihan 1E-4/yr and subsidiary goals appropriately 
for core damage frequency (COF) and less than lE-6Iyr for large 
release frequency (lRF). These goals were established in-the 
Commission SRM daled June 26,1990 in response 10 SECY-90-o16.ln 
addition, the Commission approved the use of a containment 
performance goal (CPG), which includes (1) a deterministic goal thai 
containment integrity be maintained tor approximately 24 hours followin 
the onsel of core damage for the more likely severe accident challenges 
and (2) a probabilistic goal that the conditional containment failure 
probability (CCFP) be tess than approximately 0.1 for the composite of 
all core damage sequences 'assessed In the PRA. It should be noted 
that Ihese are -goals and not regulatory requirements and applicants 
should not artifICially (or intentionally) increase PRA results associated 
with one metric simply 10 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 property balance severe 
accident prevention and mitigation_
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~ DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY M§§ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.l1.1.1 C.lI.1.2 C.lI.1.2-4 Background: DG-1145. Appendix I. Response to Public Comments on 1 2 see above 
(continued) DG·1145," provided the following comment, response and disposition all 

this topic: 

C.lI.1.2-4 In Section C.II.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-4Jyr for core 
damage frequency (CDF) and less than 1 E-G/yr for large release 
Irequency (LRF).2 " 
The objective is to demonstrate that the QHOs are mel. This can be 
demonstrated using 
the subsidiary objeclives for CDF (lE-4/yr.) and lERF ('1E-51yr.). LRF is 
nol defined in 
the regulations and a LRF goal is nol appropriate for a regulatory guide. 
The draft should 
be changed to reference the aHOs and subsidiary goals appropriately. 

C.IL1.1 C.l1.12 CJI.1.2-4 Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment. The 1 2 see above 
(continued) Commission directed the staff in the SRM on the proposed revisions to 

the 10 CFR Part S2 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.II.1.2. Demonstration that 
the QHOs are 
met is nol an explicit objective, and has nol been addressed in prior 
design certification 
reviews. The use of the 1E-6Jyear large release frequency (LRF) goal is 
consistent with 
Commisston guidance. Meeting the LRF goal will generally assure that 
the early fatality 
aHO is met. As explained in the referenced footnote. the cited 
Commission goals of less 
than 1E-4/year for COF and less than 1E-6/year for LRF were 
established in the Commission SRM dated June 26, 1990, in response 
to SECY·90·Q16. All certified designs approved by the NRC 10 date hav 
addressed the LRF metric. Although not explicitly defined in the 
regulations, LRF represents the broader set of releases of which LERF 
is 8 subset. The difference between lRF and LERF is that LRF address 
LRF·related containment failures into two types: (1) initially failed contai 
the integrity of the containment is either failed due to the initialing event 

Disposition: No change 10 DG-114S. 

Comment: We continue to disagree with the basis provided. 
This "expectation" for LRF and CPG should nol be included 
in a regulatory guide. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING~ 
NO. NRC IDNO.� COMMENT 
C.II.1.2� C.lI.1.2 C.II.1.2-2 Issue: Paragraph reads MDctermine whether the plant design, including 1 1 

the impact of site-specific characteristics, represents a reduction in risk 
compared to existing operating plant designsM 

Background: DG-1145. Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on 
DG-114S: provided the following comment, response and disposition or 
lhis lopie: 

C.II.1.2·2 In Sectlon C.1I.1.2, what is the regulatory basis tor 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 stalement,� 
entitled ·Severe Reactor Accidents Regarding Future Designs and� 
Existing Plants,· issued 
on Augusl8, 1985. This policy statement, which is discussed in� 
Appendix A. focuses on� 
the guidance and procedures thaI the Commission has been using to� 
certify new designs for nuclear power planls that have evolved from ligh� 
water reactor (LWR) technology existing at that time.� 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRCID NO.� COMMENT ,C. II. 1.2 C.II1.2 C.II.1.2-2� This policy statement affirms·the Commission's ~elief that a new design I Comment We continue to disagree with the basis 
(continued)� for a nuclear power plant can be shown 10 adequately addr~ss severe provided. The guidance should not call for COLAs to 

accident demonstrate that the plant design represents a 
concerns by demqnstrating compliance with the requirements of reduction in risk compared with existing plants. At a 
Commission regulations. minimum. the guidance should be modIfied 10 indicate 
including the appropriate TMI requirements and the resolution of thal this information requirement is considered 10 be 
applicable unresolved met if a certified design is referenced, and (he COL 
safety issues (USls) and generic safety issues (GSI). Therefore, the applicant need provide no additional information. 
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 renected in the PRA 
results as a 
redUction in risl(. 

,� Disposition: No change to DG·1145. 

C.II.1.3� C.II.\.2 Issue: Paragraph reads ·Support, as a minimum, regulatory oversight 2 2 Add "Note that the PRA used for support of operational 
processes (e.g., Mitigating Systems Performance Index (MSPI), programs (MSPI, SOP, maintenance rule, for example) 
Significance Determination Process (SDPl] and programs that will be may differ from the PM provided as part of a COL 
associated with planl operations (e.g., technical specifications, reliability application. For such uses 'the PRA would be retained 
assurance, human fadors, Maintenance Rule)." by Ihe licensee and avaIlable for Inspection." 
Comment: Clarity 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. 

C.lI.1.4 C.lI.1.2� Issue: Paragraph reads "The review objectives are drawn from 10 CFR 3 4 Delete noted language 
Part 52, the Commission's Severe Reactor Accident Policy Statement 
regarding future designs and exls.ling planlS. the Commission's Safety 
Goals P~icy Statement, the Commission·approved positions concernin 
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 Ihe NRC slaffs review achieve these objectives.· 
Comment: Language "and NRC interest in the use of PRA to help 
improve future reaclor designs. In general, the PRA and the NRC staffs 
review achieve these objectives." Seems unnecessary. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.lI.1.5 C.II.1.4 Issue: 1st paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The level of detail of the 3 4 Delete noted language 

applicant's PRA should be-commensurate with the purpose and 
objectives discussed In Section C.ll.1.2 (i.e .. sufficient to gain risk-
informed 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). 

Commenl: 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.II.1.6 C.1I1.4 Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads -The PRA should reasonably 3 4 Delele -actual.
reflect the actual plant design, planned construction. anlicip;,ted 
operational practices, and relevant operational eltperience of the Provide example 
applicant and the industry." 

Comment 1: Delete ~actual" before the word ~planl~ as this is redundant. 
Corr:ment 2: language ~relevant operational experience of the applicant" 
is undear. An example would be useful. 

C.II.1.7� C.lI.1,4 Issue: The statement "Additional guidance on the level of delail that 2 4 Section C of Regulatory Guide 1.200 provides more 
should be included in the PRA is provided in Regulatory Guide 1.200, general requirements tor PRA level of delail. 
"An Approach For Determining The Technical Adequacy Ot Probabilistic Recommend changing the statement to read: 
Risk Assessment Results For Risk-Informed Activities.·.....needs "Additional guidance on the level of detail that should 

clarification. be included in the PRA is provided in Sectio~ C of 
Comment: This statement may lead one to believe that the technical Regulatory Guide 1.200... " 
requirements documented in ASME PRA Standard RA·S·2002 
Addendum B. RA·Sb·2005. which is endorsed, with exceptions, by DG
1161 (Regulatory Guide 1.200 Revision 1), is applicable to advanced 
lWRs. In fact. Table A·1. Item 1.1 of OG-1161 states lhat RA-Sb-2005 
is applicable to ~current"light water reactors. Furthermore, many of the 
requirements of the ASME PRA Standard relate to the ~aspbuilt, as· 
operated" planl. which cannot be met at the time of COL application. 

C.lI.1.B CII.1,4� Issue: Last paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "However, the risk models 2 3 Replace ~identify vulnerabilities, as well as design and 
should still be able to be used to identify vulnerabilities, as well as operational requirements. such as ITMe and COL 
design and operational requirements, such as ITAAe and COL action action items." With ~achieve the purpose and 

items.- objectives discussed in Section C.1I.1.2" to ensure 
Comment: Replace -identify vulnerabilities, as well as design and consisten~. 
operational requirements. such as ITAAC and COL aclion ilems." With 
~achjeve the purpose and objectives discussed in Section C.II.1.2~ 10 

ensure consistency. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.II.1.9 C.II.1.4 Issue: Last paragraph, last sentence reads ~In addition, the bounding 2 2 Add". as this information is known during the licensing 

assumptions should not mask any risk-significant information about the and operational phases of a plant's lifetime" so as to 
design and its operation," recognize the evolving nature information during the 
Comment: Add ", as this information is known during the licensing and design. construction. aod operational phases. 
operational phases of a plant's lifetime" so as to recognize the evolving 
nature infonnation during the design, construction, and operational 
phases. 

C.II.1.10 C.II.1.5 C.lI.l.5-1 Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "The methods acceptable to 1 1 Delete "the pertinent quality assurance requirem.ents of 
the NRC staff to ensure that the pertinent quality assurance Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 are met and that.. 
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.Il.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: YAs stated in Sedion 2.2, 
the staff expects that the quality of the engineering analyses conducted 
to justify proposed LB changes will be appropria.te for the nature of the 
change. In this regard, it is expected Ihal for traditional engineering 
analyses (e.g., deterministic engineering calculations) eXisting 
provisions for quality assurance (e.g., Appendix B 10 10 CFR Part SO, fa 
safety-related SSCs) will apply and provide the appropriate quality 
needed. Likewise, when a risk assessment of the plant is used 10 
provide insights into the decisionmaking process, Ihe slaff expects that t 
been subject to quality control. 

C.II.I.10 C.lI.1.5 C.II.1.5-1 To the extent that a licensee ele<::ts to use PRA information to enhance 1 1 see above 
(continued) or modify activilies aff~cting the safely-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 thai the PRA is suffidenl to be used for regulatory 
decisions." 
Appendix 8 is not relevant to a COL application or the PRA. The 
applicability is limited to specific applications which support changes 10 
the li<::ensing basis as desc;ribed in RG 1.174. 

Page 72 of 131 10120/06 



•� 

NEI COMMENTS· DG·! 145. "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT 
NO. 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC ID Nn. COMMENT 

PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.II.l.l1 C.II.1.5 Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "Toward this end. the 3 3 Add Mas appropriate- after "as needed." 
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 NR.C (e.g., Regulatory Guide 
1.200)." 

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.II.1.12 C.II.1.5 Issue: 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "The adherence to the 2 4 Section C of Regulatory Guide 1.200 provides more 
recommendations provided in Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1.174 general requirements for PRA technical adequacy. 
pertaining to quality and technical adequacy will result in a more efficien 
and consistent NRC staft review process.MNeeds clarification. 

Recommend changing the statement 10 read: NThe 
adherence to the recommendations provided in Sedio 
C of Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1.174 pertaining to 

Comment: This language may lead one to believe that the technical 
requirements documented in ASME PRA Standard RA-S-2002. 

Quality and technical adequacy will result in a more 
efficient and consistent NRC staff review process. M 

Addendum B RA-Sb-2005. which is endorsed. with exceptions, by DG
1161 (RegUlatory Guide 1.200 ReVision 1), Is applicable to advanced 
LWRs. In fact. TableA-1.Uem 1.1 ofDG-1161 slates that RA-Sb-2005 
is applicable to ·current

M
light water reactors. Furthermore, many of the 

requirements of RA-Sb-2005 relate to Ihe -as-buill, as-operated- plant. 
which cannot "be met at the time of COL application. 

C.lI.1.13 C.ll.l.6 Issue: 1st paragraph. 2nd sentence reads MSuch analyses provide 3 4 Delete item 3 or clarify. 
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 thai the risk does not increase unacceptably; (4) 
major conlributors to the uncertainty associated with the risk estimates; 
and (5) sensitivity of risk estimates 10 uncertainties associated with 
failure dala. assumptions made in the PRA models, lack of modeling 
details in certain areas. and previously raised issues 
Comment flem 3 lacks clarity-and is unnecessary. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.II.1.'4 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC ID NO. 

C.lI.1.6 C.II.1.6-1 
COMMENT 
Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads -For de-signs that have 
evolved from CUnent plant technology, through the incorporation of 
several fealures intended to make the plant safer, more available, and 
easier 10 operate. the results of the PRA should indicate that the design 
represents a reduction in risk compared to ex.isting operating plants.2~ 

PRIORITY 

, 
BASIS 

, 
RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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

Comment: Per pre.... ious comments. language on the expectation "that 
the design represents a reduction in risk ... • is inappropriate. 

C.lI.1.,5 C.II.1.6 Issue: 4th paragraph. 2nd sentence reads MSuch 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 10 
decreases in the ·built~in~ plant safety level, and (3) events that 
contribul& the most to the assessed risk." 
Comment: Ilem 2 lacks clarity. Please clarity or delete, as this item is no 
needed. 

3 4 Clarify or delete item 2. 

C.II.1.16 C.II.1.7 Issue: lsi paragraph,last senlence reads ''The submitted PRA should 
include adequate informalion. in lerms of both models (initialing events, 
fault and event trees, success criteria, data, importanl assumptions and 
calculations) and results (minimal cut sets, importance, sensitivity, and 
uncertainly analyses)." 
Comment: Please replace "models· with modeling" as computer models 
should not be induded. 

3 4 Replace ~models~ with -modeling" 

C.II.I.'7 C.II.1.7 Issue: 2nd paragraph. last sentence reads". Documentalion of lhe 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. 

Comment 1: Please repl{lce -findings" with "results" for clarity. 
Comment 2: Please add the word "technicaf before ~adequacy~ fo.r 
clarily. 
Comment 3: Please add "as applicable~ to the end of the sentence for 
consisten(;y with previous comments on the applicability of RG 1.200. 

3 4 Please repla(;8 ~findin9s" with ~results" 

Please add the word ~techntcal" before ~adequacy" 

Please add "as applicable" to the end of the sentence. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.II.1.18 C.II.1.? C.lI.1.7-1 Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "To support the NRC staffs timely review 1 1 Clarify that an exemption request would not be 

and assessment of the documentation, the applicant should adhere to required. 
the recommended format and content identified in Appendix B. Add language such as -For a COL application 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment to Support a Combined License referencing a certified design. this format meets the 
Application: Standard Format and ~ontent.- intent of Section IV.A.2.a of part 52 appendices. as thE 
Comment: Please address per previous comments (e.g., Comment certified design OeD would be incorporated by • 
C.1.19.3) on consistency with certified design DCD 10 predude the reference. An exemption request would not be 
uncertainty on the need for an exemption request. required: 

C.II.1.19 C.II.1.7 Issue: Last paragraph, last sentence reads MOocumentation of the 1 1 Delete MDocumentation of the analyses should be 
analyses should be maintained as Metime quality records in accordance maintained as lifetime quality records in accordance 
with RegUlatory Guide 1.33, MQuality Assurance Program Requirements with Regulatory Guide 1.33, MQuality Assurance 
(Operalion)."" Program Requirements (Operation).~-
Comment: Per RG 1.174, this only applies to changes 10 a planrs LB. 
Please detete 8S this language is inappropriate. 

C.II.1.20 C.lL1.8 C.lI.1.?-2 Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "The NRC start expects Ihe 3 4 Replace "findings during~ with "results of' per our 
plant·specific PRA to reasonably renect the plant as it was oonslructed, previous commenls. 
in preparations for startup, and therefore, the plant-specific PRA should 
be upgraded prior 10 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 Mresults or per our 
previous comments. 

C.II.1.21 C.lL1.� C.II.1.?-1 Issue: 1st paragraph reads U(Nole: This standard format is consistent 2 1 Address uncertainty on exemption. 
App. B� with the guidance provided in Regulatory Guide 1.200, MAn Approach 

For Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic Risk Recommend changing the statement to read: ~[Note: 

Assessment Resulls lor Risk-Informed Activities,- and adapted to the This suggested format is consistent with the guidance 
specific uses of the PRA to support a COL application." provided in RegUlatory Guide 1.200, UAn Approach Fo 
Comment 1: Please address per previous comments on consistency Determining the Technical Adequacy of Probabilistic 
with certified design DCD 10 predude the uncertainty on the need for an Risk Assessment Results for Risk-Informed Activities," 
exemption request. and adapted to the specific uses of the PRA to support 

a COl. application. A licensee referring to a Certified 
Comment 2: The suggested standard format is different than that of the Design should maintain the format of the Certified 
AP10000CD. Regulatory Guide 1.200 suggests the type of information Design PRA.] 
required for a Risk-Informed application, but does nol specify the format Add language such as MFar a COL application 
in which this information is SUbmitted. referencing a certified design, this format meets the 

intent of Section IV.A.2.a of part 52 appendices, as th 
certified design OeD would be incorporated by 
reference. An exemption request woutd not be 
required." 
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COMMENT 
NO 
C.lI.1.22 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NR" IDNO. 

C.lI.1, 
App. B 

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 conclud 
whether the objectives identified in Section C,II. 1.2 of this guide alll 
met." 
Comment Please replace "models" with "modeli,:!g" per our previous 
comment. 

PRIORITY 

3 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Replace "models" with "modelingN 

C.lI.1.2:l C.lI.1. 
App. B 

Issue: Internal Floods is induded in 2.3 "External Events at Full Power," 
Comment Why is inlernal nooding included in external events section? 

3 4 NfA 

C.II.1.24 C.lI.1, 
App. B 

Issue: Sadion 6. 1 indudes "LRF" 
Comment Ploase consider our comment C.II.1.1 on LRF. 
The objective is 10 demonstrate that the QHOs 
are met. This can be demonstrated using the subsidiary objectives 
for COF (1E-4/yr.) afld LERF (IE-S1yr.). 

LRF is not defined in the regulations and a LRF goal is not 
appropriale for a regulatory guide. 

1 1 Modify language '0 address LERF instead ollRF 

C.II.1.25 C.II.1 large Release Frequency (lRF): The guidance introduces a new PRA 
metric, LRF for evaluating changes to tlie licensing basis during 
operations. The development of Reg. Guide 1.174 and lhe ASME 
Standard RA·Sb-2005, PRA Inlernal Events. which will be endorsed in 
~eg. 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 assessment 
is disconcerting. 

1 3 Further discussion neaded. 

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 wilh the PRA technical community before a 
common und~rstandi"gcould be reached on such a definit~on and how i 
would be applied. ThiS would 
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COMMENT DC;; SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO COMMENT 
C.II.1.25 C.II.1 introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new licensing process as 1 3 see above 
(continued) applicants start on the final drafts of their applications that will be 

5ubmined next year. The guidance should use the same metrics that 
are used for existing plan!s for evalualing changes to the licensing basis 
in the operational phase: large Earty Release Frequency, which 
corresponds to early health effects, and Core Damage Frequency. 

C.II.1.26 Cll.l Condilional Conlainment Failure Probability (CCFP): The draft guidanc 1 3 Further discussion n'eeded. 
proposes the CCFP of 0.1. given a core melt. For advanced designs, 
whose calculated internal event core damage frequency is 
approximately 10-1Iyesr. 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 millio'!·year earthquake, Hence. as interpreted 
by the industry, the proposed CCFP could not be mel. There is a need 
for further industry·NRC interaction on developing a practical 
containment performance melric that could be used.ln operatlo.nal 
licensing evaluations for designs that have very low core-damage 
frequency, 

C.II.2.1 C.l1.2.1 C.IL2.1 slates "in a table provided in FSAR Section 14.3. COL 3 3 This FSAR section 14.3 guidance should be included i 
applicants should cross-reference the important design information and CI.14 and in C.III.1-14.3. 
paramelers from these analyses to their trealment (i.e., inclusion or 
exclusion) in the ITMC." 

C.IJ.2.2 C.II.2.1 New nuclear power plants likely will be constructed through the usea( 1 '4 Modify the sevenlh paragraph of this section to indicat 
modular construction techniques. Since construction modules may be that ITAAC testing may include testing of conslruction 
constructed otfsite. it may be appropriate for some ITAAC to be modules at the vendor's shop. This testing Should be 
performed at the site of manUfacturing of the construction modules dIstinguished from -type tests", in that type tests are no 
rather than the reactor site. necessarily performed on the components 10 be 

installed in the plant, whereas tests of construction 
modUles would be for the modules that will actually be 
installed in the plant. 

C.II.2.3 C.II.2.2 The 10th paragraph says lhat ITAAC should not reference the COLA. 3 3 Modify the 3d sentence in Ihe 10th paragraph as 
while the 3d paragraph says ITAAC should reference the FSAR portion follows: Except in the case where no design 
of lhe COLA. cer1ification is referenced and no separate ITMe 

design descriptions are developed, the ITMC should 
not reference the (COLAI.... 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY .~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.lL2,4 C.II.2.3 As indicated earlier in DG-1145, ITAAe should be reserved for Dtop4eve 1 3 Delete bullet #1 to ~Carefully consider design-specific 

design information- that pertains to the ·principal performance and unique features of the facility for inclusion in 
characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs,- A design feature may ITAAC: 
be site-specific and unique. and yet have little or no safety function. A 
design fealure does not warrant greater consideration for indusian in an 
ITMe, merely because It is unique or site-specific. 

C.IL2.5 C.II.2.1 Bullets As indicaled earlier in DG-1145. I1AAC should be reserved for "lop-leve 1 3 Delete BuHel #3 to DEnsure that ITAAe rePect the 
design information" thai pertains 10 Ihe ·principal perfonnance resolutions of technically relevant USIS/GSls, NRC 
characterislics and safety functions of the 55Cs." Not aU resolutions of generic correspondence such as bulletins and generic 
USls/GSls, NRC bulletins and generic lehers, and operating experience letters; and relevant industry operating experience," 
rise 10 that level. For certain designs, Ihe resolution of a particular In the allemative, modify Ihe language to refer to 
generic issue may have IiUle or no safety significance. Therefore. "safety signiflcant·resolutions" rather than ·resolutions 
similar !o other information, the determination which resolutions should of technically relevant [issuesr 
be included in ITAAe should be based upon a graded approach, 
depending upon the significance of the resolution '0 safety. 

C.lL2.6 C.lL2.1 Bullets Typo 3 5 Last bullet should modifIed as follows "SystemsSSGo
for which there is no discernable " ... 

C.II.V C.l1.2.1.1 New nuclear power plants likely will be constructed through the use of 1 4 Modify the definition 01 "as-buiU" to include construction 
modular construction techniques. Since construction modules may be 55Cs/modules at the vendors shop that are intended 
constructed offsite. it may be appropriate for some ITAAC to be for installalion at the reactor in question. 
performed 'at the site of manUfacturing of the construction modules 
rather than the reactor site. 

C.lL2.B C.lL2.1.1 The definition of Design Description includes an inacwrale description 2 4 In the definition 01 Design Description, delete the las\ 
of T~r 1. Tier 1 is not intended to summarize the FSAR. Instead, as sentence, which states thai Tier 1 information is a 
indicated in Section C.l1.2.1 01 DG-1145, Tier 1 is the ~top-Ievel design summation of the detailed design inlormation in the 
information" from the FSAR. FSAR 

CIl.2.9 CJL2.1.1 The term "Design Description" is not fleeded and should be deleted. 1 4 Define a single term, ~ITMC Design Description,Klo 
The use 'and definition of the two similar terms, Design Description and mean the equivalent of Tier 1 Design Description when 
ITAAC Design Description. are confusing and problematic. "Design no design certification is referenced. and provide two 
Description" is a term that is commonly used in both ITAAC and non- alternatives lor presenting ITMC Design Description i 
ITAAC contexls. It may be helpful 10 define the term "Tier 1 Design COLAs. as follows: "ITAAe Design Description~ lor a 
Description." COL application that does not reference a design 

cerUfication means the lop level design information the 
per1ains to the principal penormance Characteristics 
end safety functions of SSCs. This informalion is 
eqUivalent to Tier 1 Design Description for certified 
designs (see appendices lo 10 CFR .Part 52 for 
definitions associated with certified designs). COL 
applicants may choose 10 provide ITMe Design 
Description in a document separate from Ihe FSAR or 
directly in the FSAR. ITAAC Design Description may, a 
a minimum, consist only of tables and figures that are 
referenced in the ITMC: 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.l1.2.9 C.11.2.1.1 1 
(continued) 

C.l1.2.10 C.11.2.1.1 Clarify detinition of Design RequiremenUCommitment. 2 

C.II.2.11 C.l1.2.1.1 As literally worded. the definition of ~Exists· would require an sse to 2 
satisfy all of the provisions in the FSAR (without regard to safety 
significance). The wording should be changed to indicate that the sse 
must satisfy the Design RequiremenVCommitmenl in the ITAAC. which 
will Identify the ~top·Jevet design Information- applicable to the SSC. 

C.l1.2.12 CI1.2.1.1 As literally worded. the definition of Functional Arrangement wourd 2 
require a system to satisfy all of the design descriptions in the FSAR 
{without regard to safely significance}. The wording should be changed 
to indicate that the syslem musl satisfy the Design 
RequiremenUCommitment in the ITAAG, which will identify the Ktop_level 
desieJn information- aoolicable to the system. 

C.11.2.13 C.11.2.1.1 The definition of ITAAC should more closely track the language in 2 
proposed 10 CFR 52.80. 

C.l1.2.14 C.II.2.1.1 As literally worded, the definition of Physical Arrangement would require 2 
a structure to satisfy all of lhe design descriptions in the FSAR (wilhout 
regard to safety significance). The wording should be changed to 
indicate that the structure must satisfy the Design 
RequiremenVCommitment in the ITAAC, which will identify the ~top-level 

desiQn information- applicable to the structure. 
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4� Whether presented in a separate document or included 
in the FSAR. ITAAC Design Description is the proper 
term to describe the top~evel design information 
referenced in ITMe when a certified design is not 
referenced . 

4 Modify the 1- sentence of the definition as follows: 
-Design RequiremenVCommltl1'.lent means ~ 
tAal peRieR af the Ete'aileEl design information provided 
in the COL application that is verified by ITAAC." 

4� Change the derlnition of ~Exists" to state as follows: 
"Exists means lhat the ilem is present and meets the 
Design Re9uiremenVCommitmenl." 

4� Change the definition ot Functional Arrangement to 
delete the reference 10 system design description and 
instead refer to the Design RequiremenVCommilment. 

4� Change the definition of ITAAC to state as fotlows: 
"lTAAC means Ihe 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 Ihe acceptance 
criteria mel, the facility has been conslructed and Will 
operate in confonnity with the combined license. the 
provIsions of the Atomic Energy Ace, and the NRC's 
regUlations." 

4� Change the definition of Physical Arrangement to 
delete the reference to design description and instead 
refer to the Design RequiremenUCommitment. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.lI.2.15 C.II.2.2.2 GDC 1 pertains to quality assurance COA). As the NRC has long 1 3 Delete Bullel (20) 'codes and standards (GDC 1): 

recogniZed, ITMe are not needed or appropriate lor the QA 
Why do these bullets star1 from"(13)? 

Addilionally, with respect to codes and standards, not all codes and 
standards are sufficiently Important to rise to the level of ~lop 18\181 
design information," Therefore, it is not appropriate in general to have 
lTAAC that verify implemenlation of oodes and standards in general. 

~ 

C.lL2.16 C.lL2.2.2� The :zod bullet under the heading Pressure Boundary Integrity should be 2 4 Modify the second bullet to insert the words "lor welds' 

changed to be consistent with the ITAAC for the existing design aflerNDE. 

certifications and clarifies the scope of Ihe NDE tC1 be performed under 
thelTMC. 

C.II.2.17� C.1I2.2.2 Detennining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not 2 4 Oelele the first bullet under the heading Normal Loads. 
appropriate for inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead. ITAAC should focus on which stales that ITAAC should verify that normal and 
verification of the adequacy of the as-buill plant (which occurs through accident loads have been approprialely combined. 
the other bullets under the heading Normal Loads, pertaining to as-built 
stress reconciliation reports l. 

C.II.2.18� C.11.2.2.2 The 3d bullet under the heading Normal Loads should be changed to 2 4 Modify the third bullet to refer to -ASME Code-required 
clarify that the ITAAe in queslion pertain to ASME stress reports. not all stress reports." 
ASME reDOrts. 

C.II.2.19� C.II.2.2.2 Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not 2 4 Under the heading Seismic Loads. delete the first 
appropriate for inclusion in the lTAAC. Inslead,lTAAC should focus on bullet. which states Ihat ITMC should verify Ihat 
verification of the ·adequacy of the as-buill planl (which occurs through structures and systems have been designed for 
the other bullets under the heading Seismic Loads pertaining to as-built seismic loads. 
stress reconciliation reool1s). 

C.II.2.20 C.11.2.2, Sec.� This sedion contains numerous statements similar 10 "COL applicants 1 , This seelion should be revised to remove all 
14.3.2� should provide ITMe to reconcile the as-buill plant with the stflJctural statements that imply a requiremenl tor as-built 

design basis.- Reconciliation between as·built configuration and reconciliation with analysis and replace it with 
struclural analysis is neither performed nor required unless there is a reconciliation of as-built configuralion with design 
daviation from the design drawings used in the analysis. As-built drawings. 
configurations are checked against design drawings 10 verify complianc 
with the design basis. There is no regulatory basis for this requirement 
and it is not consistenl with precedent (none of the existing certifIed 
designs have these ITAAC).. This comment is also applicable to draft 
SRP Section 14.3.2. 

C./1.2.21� C.l1.2.2.2 The 4
1h 

bullet under tha heading Seismic Loads, should be changed to 2 4 Modify Ihe fourth bullet to refer to -ASME Code-

clarify that the ITMe in Question pertain to ASME stress reports. not all required 1trill reports.

ASME renorts. 
C.II.2.22� CJI.2.2.2 Under the heading Seismic Loads. (0 the extent that the 6th bullet is 2 4 Under the heading Seismic Loads, delete Ihe sixth 

inlended 10 refer to safety....eiated buildings. the ITMe is inappropriate . bullel related 10 the co~lapse of buildings. 
because safety-related buildings are designed to withstand seismic 
events without collapse. 

To Ihe extent that this bullet is intended to refer to non·safety-related 
buildings. the subject is addressed by the seventh bullet and is there'or 
redundant. 
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NO. NRC IDNO.� COMMENT 
C.l1.2.23 CII.22.2� Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not 2 4 Under the heading related to the Suppression Pool, 

appropriate for indusian in the ITAAC. Instead. ITMe should focus on delete the first bullet, which states that ITMe should 
verification of the adequacy of the as-buill plant (which occurs through verify that structures and systems Iiave been designed 
the other bull~ts under the heading related to the Suppression Pool for hydrodynamic loads. 
pertaining 10 as·built stress reconciliation reports). 

C.11.2.24� C.11.2.2.2 The 4th bullet under the heading related 10 the Suppression Pool should 2 4 Modify the fourth bullet to refer to "ASME Code-

be changed to clarify that the ITMe in question pertain to ASME stress required ~ reports.· 

rennrts not all ASME renorts 
C.11.2.25� C.11.2.2.2 Determining load is a detailed design function and is not appropriate for 2 4 Under tile heading Flood, Wind, etc, delete the first 

inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead,lTAAe should focus on verification of bullet which slates that ITAAC should verify that 
the adequacy of the as-buill plant (which occurs through the other bullet structures and systems have been designed for natural 
under the heading Flood, Wind. etc.• pertaining to as-built stress phenomena loads. 
reO:)ncilfati<m reports). 

C.l1.2.26 C.l1.2.2.2� The 3d bullet under the heading Pipe Break makes no sense as written. 2- 4 Delete the third bullet related to reactor pressure 
RPVs are not postulated to experience LOCAs. Perhaps the reference vessel (RPV) lOCA analysis. 
to RPVs should be to the ·reactor coolant pressure boundary.· or 
·reactor coolanl system: 

C.l1.2.27 C.l1.2.2.2 This topic of Codes and Standards is redundant of the bullets under the 2 4 Delete the heading and bullet related to Codes and 
other headinQs and therefore should be deleted. Standards. 

C.11.2.2B C.II.2.2.2 This topic of As-Buill Reconciliation is redundant of the bullels under the 3 4 Delete the heading and bullets related 10 As·Built 
other headincs and therefore should be deleted. Reconciliation. 

C.l1.2.29� C.1I2.2.2 Consistent with the practice for the ITAAC for the existing design 3 4 Add a paragraph al the end of this section to slate that 
certifications. a single ITAAe may address the as-built stress ITAAe for the various topics discussed in this section 
reconciliation for all loads applicable to a system, rather than having a may be combined into one or more ITAAC. and thai a 
separate ITMC for each load separate ITAAC is not needed lor e8ch topic. 

C.l1.2.30 C.11.2.2.3� As a general rule, ITAAC are nol intended to. and are not appropriate 2 4 Modify the statement preceding the second series of 
for, verification of dassifications. Instead, lTAAC are intended to verify bullets in this section to delete reference to verifying 
that the as-built plant has certain design features and functions. piping and component ~dassification.~ 

C.11.2.31� C.11.2.2.3 It will not always be possible 10 simulate design basis conditions in the 2 4 Modify the last bullet 01 this section to indicate that the 
plan!. Therefore. In some cases, it will be necessary to perform an capability of installed MOVs at design basis conditions 
analysis that extrapolates the results of tests at actual conditions to should be verify by in-situ testing and analvsis. 
determine whether the MOVs will be able to perform their functions at 
desion basis conditions. 

C.11.2.32 C.11.2.2.3,� This sedion reqUires as·built analyses to be performed. See above 1 1 This section should be revised to remove all 
Sec. 14.3.3� comment on C.II.2.2.2, Section 14.3.2 concerning as-built reconciliation statements that stipulate the structural analyses have 

As·buill reconciliation Is performed by confirmation that the as-built to be revised to verify as-buill configuration. The bullet 
configuration conforms to the design drawings. Structural analyses are on LaB reconciliation should be revised to reflect that 
only revised if necessary to reconcile deviations that are identified. If th the only input needed is the certified material test 
design uses LBB methods there should be an ITMe developed to reports. 
require that a report exisls and condudes that the material properties in 
the certified material test reports are consistent with the material 
properties assumed in the lBB analysis. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IONO. COMMENT 
C.1I2.33 C.11.2.2.4 As a general rule. ITAAC are nol intended to, and are not appropriate 2 4 Delele Item # 2 under the last bullet. which indicates 

for, verification of classifications. Instead. ITAAC are intended to ve~fy thai ITMe should be developed to verify seismic and 
that the as-buill planl has certain design features and functions. ~e classification. 

C.11.2.34 C.II.2.2.4 Item # 9 under the lasl bullet is too vague to be meaningful. Not all 2 4 Delete Item #. 9 under the last bulle!, which states that 
numeric performance values need to be verified. Instead, only the "lop- ITMe should verity ~numeric parformance values." 
level- nertormance values need to be verified. 

C.l1.2.35 C.II.2.2.5 Some of the topics listed do nol relate to the as-buill plant, but instead 2 4 Consistent with the principal that ITAAC pertain only to 
pertain to Ihe licensing analyses that will be reviewed and approved by the top-level design and perfonnance requirements. 
the NRC in the COL proceeding (e.g.•."identification of design basis delete or substantially reduce items 2-33 related to 
events;· ~mjnimum criteria for manual initiation and control of protective verification of each section of IEEE 603. 
actions·: ~single failure criterion"). Such topics are not appropriate 
SUbjects for ITMC, as indicated by AUachment A.II.10 of DG-1145. 

Some of the lopics lis'ed 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 ITMC 

C.l1.2.35 CIL2.2.5� Much of the information lisled in this paragraph is not "top--Ievel 2 4 see above 
(continued)� information" andlor 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 i 
Section C.11.1 of DG-1145. such topics are not appropriate for ITAAC. 

Furthermore, the information requested in this section is not necessary 
for ITMe as evidenced by the ITMe for the existing design 
certifications (which are by definition adequate ror COL). 

C.11.2.36� C.11.2.2.5 This paragraph merely lisls the relevant GOC and provides no useful 2 4 Delete or substantially reduce Items 34-46 in this 
intormation regarding the content of the ITAAe that are needed to verity section related to Ihe GOC 
the GOG. In this regard, the ITAAe for the existing design certification 
are nol developed or structured on a GDC-by·GDC basis. Instead. they 
were developed and structured on a system-by-system basis. OG·1145 
should rened such a structure. 

C.11.2.37 C.l1.2.2.5� As indicated in SECy-oS-197 and the associated Staff Requirements 2 4 Under Items 48-50. delete the references to plans that 
Memorandum, ITAAe are not appropriate for operational programs. do not pertain to design and construction (e.g., 

maintenance, trainina, ooerations, start-uD lestst 
C.11.2.38� CIl.2.2.6 Mosl non-safety-related systems either have no safety function or minor 2 4 Modify lIem 10 of this section 10 indicate Ihat ITAAe 

safety functions. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to require ITAAC should verify the functional arrangement of electrical 
related to the electrical power for such systems. Instead, such ITMe power lor non·sa'ety systems to the extent that those 
should be limited to lhose non·safety..felated systems that have systems perform a significant safety function 
sionificant safety functions. 

C.l1.2.39� C.II.2.2.7 As a general Nle, ITAAC are nol inlended to, and are not appropriate 2 4 Delete Item #3 under Ihe lasl bullet in this section, 
for, verification of classifications. Instead.lTAAC are intended to verify which indicates that ITMe should be developed to 
that the as-built plant has certain design features and functions. verify seismic and code classification. 
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C.II.2.40 C.IL2.2.7 lIem 10 is 100 vague to be meaningful. Not all numeric performance 

values need 10 be verified. Instead, only-the "top-level" performance 
2 4 Delete Item *10 under the last bUllet in this section 

which stales that ITMe should verify "numeric 
values need to be verified. erfonnance values." 

C.II.2.41 C.lL2.2.7. Some of Ihe discussion in this section specifies ITMe for as-buill 2 4 This section should be revised to remove reference to 
Sec. 14.3.7 reconciliation with analyses. As noted in the comments above. the as· performing as-built reconciliation with analyses and 

buill reconciliatioo is not performed with analyses. it is performed wllh replace it with as-buill reconciliation with design 
the desi<ln drawinas. drawincs. 

C.lL2.42 C.IL2.2.8 Equipment leakage Is a relatively minor detail that is not appropriate for· 
ITMC (Which pertain '0 -top·level information"). In this regard. the 

2 4 Oelele the fourth bullet in this section pertaining to 
equipment Jeakage characteristics. 

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). 

C.II.2.4J C.11.2.2.8 The ITAAC for the eXisting design certification do not require that 2 4 Modify the fifth bullet in this section pertaining to 
radiation protection equipment be environmental Qualified (except as 
necessary 10 salisfy 10 CFR 50.49). 

environmental qualification of radiation protection 
equipment. The scope of the ITMe should be limited" 
to that equipment that needs to be Qualified under 10 
CFR 50.49. 

C.II.2.44 C.1L2.2.8 The application will describe the liquid and gaseous radwaste systems 2 4 Modify the ninth bullet of this section to delete the 
and will evaluate offsite releases to verify Ihat the limits In Part 190 are reference 10 40 CFR Part 190. Inslead, ITAAC should 
met. The ITMC should not be focused on reverification of compliance require verification of the important design fealures anc 
with Part t 90. Instead, the ITMe should be focused on verification of functions of the liquid and gaseous radwaste systems. 
the important design features and functions of the liquid and gaseous 
radwaste that were the basis for the analyses in the application. 

C.II.2.45 CJI.2.2.8 The ITAAC should focus on the important design features and 2 4 In the last bUllet in this section. delete the parenthetical 
performance characteristics relied upon in the accident evaluations. statement thai references issues such as maximum 
ITMC should not be established to re-verify analytical assumptions . delay time. maximum time for drawing negative 
such as delav times. ressure, etc. 

C.l1.2.46 C.II.2.2.9 The ITAAC for the existing design certification, and the generic 2 4 Delete the bullets that pertain to human factors 
emergency ITAAC accepted by the NRC in Section C.l.13 of DG-1145. engineering (HFE) for the technical support cenler. 
do not address HFE for the TSC or EOF., Such information does not (TSC) and emergency operations facility (EOF). 
rise to -toD-level information: 

C.11.2.47 C.lL2.2.11 The ITAAC for the existing design certifications provide for a CILRT 2 4 Modify the last bullet in this section to indicate that 
rather than individual valve leakage tests. Limiting the ITAAC 10 the ITAAC should include a containment inlegra1ed leak 
CILRT is appropriate. because safely is ensure it the integrated leakage rate test (CILRT). rather than tests of indiVidual valve 
is aceeotable. leakaoe. 

C.11.2.48 Table C.l1.2-1 The ITMe for the existing design certifications only require NDE for 2 4 In ITMe 11 2 in this table. change the word 
SAMPLE ASME welds. not NDE for all ASME components. "components" to "welds". 
ITAAC 
FORMAT 

C.IL249 C.l1.2; The ITAAC should focus on the results of type tests for equipment 2 4 Delete the sentence pertaining to equipment 
Appendix qualification. not whether there may be EO documentation problems. In qualification (EO) documentation. 50.49 
A.lA10 this regard, the ITAAC for the existing design certifications do not documentation requirements should be addressed in 

contain requirements 10 verify that the EO documentation satisfies all of DG-1145. Seclion C.I.3.11. 
the reauirements in to eFR 50.49. 
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C.l1.2.50� C.11.2; Accessibility is not "lop-level design information" that pertains to the 2 4 Delete this section, which pertains to accessibility to 

Appendix ·principal performance characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs. perfonn lSI and 1ST. 
A.I.A.ll� The lTMC for the existing design certifications do not in general� 

address accessibility.� 

C.11.2.51 C.11.2; The ITMe for the eXisting design ,certifications provide for a CILRT 2. 4 Modify this section to indicate that ITMe should 
Appendix ralher than individual valve leakage tests. Such provisions are include a containment integrated leak (CllRT) rate test 
A.I.B.l1 appropriate. because safety is assured if the integrated leakage is (rather than tests of individual valve leakage). 

acceDtable. 
C.l1.2.52 C.II.2; In general, this Attachment would require extremely detailed design 1 4 The comments applicable 10 Section C.II.2.2.5 are 

AttachmanlA information to be included in the ITAAC, without regard to its safety equally applicable to this Attachment. This entire 
on I&C significance. For example, Ihere is no basis for including -cabinsllayout aUachment should be deleted. 
Systems and Wiring" in the ITAAC ... inclusion of such information in the ITAAe 

would be entirely inconsistent with the ITAAC 'or other types 0' systems 
which do not contain such details. Similarly, much of the information 
sought by Ihis 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 0' ITMC. 
which is focused on as-built SSCs) to reverify that design analysis as 
Ipart of ITAAC. 

C.II.2.52� C.l1.2; In general. this attachment does nothing more than repeat the 1 4 see above 
(continued)� Attachment A requirements of IEEE 603, the GOC. and SRP. The attachment does 

on I&C not distinguish between design information that needs to be reviewed .Systems� 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 fo� 
verification by ITAAC, and detailed design information that is not� 
appropriate fOf ITAAC. As a result. this attachment is not consistent wit� 
the principles that Ihe NRC has established for development of ITAAC.� 
and provides incorrecl guidance for ITAAC. As a result, this attachment� 
(in its current form and substance) should be deleted in its entirety.� 

C.11.2.53� C.l1.2, Item C seeks submittal 0' the Software Test Plan. There is no 2 4 This section should be revised to remove the Software 
Appendix regulatory basis for this requirement. The Software Test Plan is not Test Plan. 
C.II.2-A,I&C mentioned in BTP-14. 
and Control 
Systems, 
Section II. 
ITAAC: 

Page 64 0' 131� 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.l1.2.54 C.11.2; Not all recommendations in Regulatory Guides warrant treatment in 2 4 The first sentence of this paragraph should be modified 

AttachmenlA ITAAC. For example. some recommendations simply call for analyses to indicate that the recommendations in Regulatory 
on Electrical to be included in an application, but do not pertain to performance Guides should be verified through ITAAC. to the extent 
Systems: c:haractenstics or safety functions. In other casas, the Regulatory thai they represent top4level information on the 
Paragraph A.9 Guedes contain recommendations that pertain to detailed design principal performance characteristics and safety 

information that does not rise to the level of -top-level information.· functions. 
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 ITAAG. 

C.II.2.55 C.l1.2; Not alt new design features warrant treatment in ITAAC. For example, 2 4 The ftrst sentence of this paragraph should be modified 
Attachment A some new design features may be non-safety..,-elated and have no to indicate that new design features should be verified 
on Electrical significant safety funclion. Therefore, only those new design features through ITAAC, to the extent that they represent top. 
Systems; that represent top-level information on the principal performance level information on the principal performance 
Paragraph characteristics and safety functions should be included in the ITAAC. characteristics and safety functions. 
A.12 

C.II.2.56 C.11.2; Most of the dimensions requested by this paragraph are not critical to 1 4 Delete (his paragraph, which requires ITMe for 
AttachmenlA safety and shoUld nol be embedded in the ITAAC. In general, a license bUilding dimensions. In the alternative, limit this 
on Building should be able 10 change lhese dimensions, without seeking prior NRC pa~agraph to a few key critical dimensions. 
Structures; approval. However. if the dimensions are in the ITMC.they cannot be 
Paragraph 1.3 changed without NRC approval. 

In this regard, the NRC certified the ABWR design, without requiring tha 
the dimensions be verified by ITAAC (as provided in the footnote to 
ABWR Tier 1, Section 2.15.10). Although such information was require 
for the ITAAC for the AP1000. we recommend that the NRC reconsider 
that position and·only require ITMC 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 nODds as provided in paragraph 11.3 of the Attachment, 
and are not recomm~nding any change to that provision. 

C.Ii.2.57 C.11.2 Sentence 2 of paragraph 4 states that COLAs Mmust" indude physical 2 3 Modify sentence to be consistent with new Appendix 

security lTAAC. In the same way that COLAs "must" indude EP ITAAC. C.11.2.C and Appendix I response C.III.7-2 

However, EP ITAAC are unique in the way they are called out in the 

reewlaUon as reQuired. 
C.l1.3.1 C.l1.3 C.l1.3-1 In Pubic Comment C.11.3-1 and C.II.3-4;, the Staff indicates thai Reg. 2 4 To establish a standard. consistent listing and 

C.II.3-4 Guide 4.2 provides an acceptable approach for COL applicant ER work. presentation of issues and information to be addressed 
However, as recogniZed by the Staff. Reg. Guide 4.2 is dated; it does in a COLA ER. it Is suggested that the Staff provide a 
not address a number of topics covered in NUREG-1555. simple table of contents for COLA ERs on C.11.3 (or 
[See also related comment and Staff response to Comment C.1I1.3-3. appendix to the Guide). This could be based on 
The Staff notes in this response it's consideratton of using the ESRP as NUREG-1555, Appendix A. 
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 - o<r1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.II.3.2 C.l1.3 C.II.3-5 80th PublK: Comments C.l1.3-5 and.7 pertain to the SAMOA e....aluation 2 4 To offer a clear, single location for guidance on NRC 

C.II.3-7 provided in a design certification and finality of the resulting NRC's EA. expectations regarding SAMOA and SAMA 
The issue of referencing a design still undergoing NRC review is also evaluations. it is recommended that the final Guide in 
raised in the comments. C.Il.2 be revised to provide a specific reference Ion the 
In response to C.II.J..5. the Stan indicates that a.response will be rulemaking and statements where these subjects are 
provided via the final rulemaking. addressed. It is suggested that the NRC include its 

guidance on SAMA (response to Comment C.II.3~7) in 
In response to C,IL3-7, the StaR described a number of actions needed Soctlon C.l1.3. 
by the SAMA evaluallon thai go ,beyond SAMOA and OeD scope. The 
Staff stated no revision to the Guide was required. 

Depending on the level of delail in provided in the ru!emaking and 
accompanying comments, the final complele guidance on Ihis subject 
may not be clear or fully responsive to this comment 

C.lII.1.1 C.11I General C,III, 1.)( and Section l.x of the "second hair' of C.III.1 have lhe 3 3 Change C.IlI.1, C.III.2. elc.; 10 C.III.a, C.lIl,b., elc .• or 
significant potential to become contused because of the format of something analogous, 10 avoid two compeling C.IIL1.x 
DG1145. citations 

C.III.1.2� C.JU.l General C.1I1.1 - Goneral Because C.III.1 pulls much information from the C.I 2 3 NIA 
sections, each comment on the C.I sections should also be checked 
against Ihe corresponding C.11I section. and vice versa. 

C.III.1.3 C.1I1.1� Section C.IILl introductory malerial, in general, does not mention the 2 4 Add the following statement to C.II1. 1.10: 
Sec, 1.10� specific guidance regarding incorporation of the rule and the OeD in the 

COLA. A reference 10 C.lV.2 is recommended, as a matter of ·See Section C.lV.2 for guidance on referencing an 
completeness. design certification rule." 

C.III.1.4 C.1I1.1� Guidance refers to the need to idenlify net electrical output. Of what 1 4 Indicate this as approximale and provided for 
Sec.� 1.1 value is this infonnation. and to whal extent is it considered binding as information only, 

part of the FSAR? The net electrical output will bEl Influenced by many 
factors such as house loads that may not be known at the time of 
application. 

C.III.1.5 C.J11.1� The phrase "whether the plant is colocated with existing operating 2 2 Replace with .... .including Ihe extent (if any) to which 
Sec. 1.1.1� nuclear power plants" should be clarified as the parameters of inlerest. the plant is collocaled and/or interfaces with a licensed 

Does it apply to a new unit outside the protected area for the existing existing nuclear power planl (i.e., within the existing 
facility? Oulside the exclusion area boundary? Does the unit's status plant's protected area or exdusion area bounda,ry)," 
matter in the definition of "operating"? 

CII1.16� C.l11.1 (1) "guides" is plural but DG·1145 is the only guide indicated 3 4 Consider replacing 1.1.6.1 with "conformance with 
Sec. 1.1.6.1 (2) should indicated conformance with DG-114S ensures/obviates need format and content guidance of this. regulatory guide." 

to address RG-1.70 
(J) "OG-114Sft should be replaced with RG number when available 
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C.III.I.7 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.lII.l 
Sec. 1.1.6.2 

COMMENT 
Ambiguous reference to SRP conformance 

PRIORITY 

2 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Insert· ...approved as of six month prior 10 submiUal 
dale 01 application" after "(NUREG-0800)" 

C.III.1.8 C.III.l 
Sec.l.4 

C.1.1.4 call the NSSS vendor Mthe reactordesigner.M On the other hand. 
C.1I1.1.1.4 call the NSSS vendor -the certified plant designer: 

3 5' C.lli. 1.'.4  "The division of responsibility between the 
Gell'tiJie'Ol piaRt reactor designer, archilecl-engineer. 
constructor, and plant operator should be delineated." 

C.III.1.9 C.1I1.t 
Sec. 1.9 

In several cases within 1.9, reference is made to the liming 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-). CO,nsistent with prior discussions and comments, it 
is eXPActed that, either through changes to guidance and regulations, a 
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 appHcation is docketed. 

2 4 Acknowledge standard to be applied as a matter of 
practice will be guidance In effect "six mont~s prior to 
application date.· The NRC should initiate a 
rulemaking to fix the regulations. 

C.lII.I.10 C.1I1.1 
Sec. 1.9.1 

The first sub·heading (-COL Applicanls That Reference a Certified 
Design") Is redundant 10 the entire C.lII.1 section, and is unnecessary. 
Coupled with the first two sentences of the foflowing 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 haY 
already provided..... 

This comment also applies 10 1.9.2, 1.9.3, and 1.9.4. 

C.II!.1.11 C.1I1.1 
Sec. 1.9.1 

C.I.l.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 attempls to 
clarify by example. it is not worth the confusion crealed. 

2 4 Oelele from "For example, if a design was certified .. 
to the end of the paragraph. 

If a design was certified in December 2005, the obligation to ·six·monlh" 
conformance would not be keyed off of the Dec 2005 date, but rather on 
the dale of submittal or docketing of the original application. 

This commenl also applies to 1.9.2, 1.9.3, and 1.9.4. 
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NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.12 C.1I1.1 C.I.1-6 The third paragraph in this section (that begins, "There may be cases 1 1 Delete this paragraph or, at a minimum, provide the 

Sec.l.9.l where a certified design addresses SRP conformance...10) seems regulatory basis for this apparent departure from 
inconsistent with the regulation. It states, in part, "where the SRPs design finalization. 
applicable to the certified design have been revised/updated, the COL 
appJicant may address conformance with the version of the SRP 
evaluated in the certified design even though a laler revision of the SRP 
is in effect." This seems correct. i.e.• allowable, bUI the paragraph goes 
on to say, "However, it is e)(pected 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.· 

. The discussion is in the context of ·design~relaledissues 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 operalional programs that 
might be relaled to Ihose approved 
design elements. 

C.1I1.1.12 C.III.1 C.I.1-1> The Siaff needs to clarify the regulatory basis for requiring justification a 1 1 see above 
(continued) Sec. 1.9.1 conformance with the SRP that was in effect at the time the OeD was 

docketed. 

- . 
C.III.1.13 C.III.l C.III.l discussion of FSAR 1.9.t states -s COL applicant should address 2 4 NIA 

Sec. 1.9.1 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 nol included in the certified design. In addition, 
the COL applicant should address confonnance 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 guidanc 
indicate that the only regulatory guides that need to be addressed are 
those that address ·facility design- or ~operationalaspects 01 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 Of 

operation of commercial power reactors? 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.III.1.14 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.1I1.1 
5ec.1.9.3 

COMMENT 
Comment # C.l.l.l8 on Section C.1.1.9.3 is applicable 35 well to C.III.l, 
Section 1.9.3. 
1. C.I.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in C.IV.8. Section c.rv. 
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 thai the cited 
proposed Part 52.79(a)(20) Is understood to require COLAs to ·'nclude" 
the resolutions for thOse issues thai, in facl, have NRC approved 
resolutions. "Open,· therefore, does seem to apply. The Staff should 
restrict issues 10 those for which acceptable resolutions have been 
proposed. 

PRIORITY 

2 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

See Comment ItC.l.l.l8. The proposed changes at 
C.1.1.9.3 apply as well 10 C.lII.1. Section 1.9.3. 

C.III.1.15 C.1I1.1 
Sec. 1.9.4 

The first sentence on the "international operating experience" section 
significantly Dverstates the regulatory requirement. OG1145 says 
"Applicants for certified design and applicants for 8 combined license ~ 

are required to address comparable international operating experience," 
while the proposed regUlation makes it dear 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 lntemationale)(perience is factored Into the design, and 

international regulations and guidance may have no relevance to those 
in the US. 

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. 

C.II1.1.16 CIII.l. 
2.1.3.6 

Typo: Population density criteria is incorrectly stated as 500 
personslkm2. C.I.2.1.3.6 correctly presents this as 500 persons I m12. 

3 3 Change to SOD persons/mi2 to be oonsistent with 
C.I.2.1.3.6 and Reg. Guide 4.7. 

C.lll.l.17 C.III.1. 
Sec. 2.4 

Footnote 7, page C,III.1-27, pertains to changes from the referenced 
OCD. However, it is not clear as to the relevance of Footnote 7 10 the 
referenced text which does not speak to changes from the OCD. 

2 4 The Staff is requested to clarify the application of 
Footnote 7 to the relerenced text or delete the footnote 

C.IIl.l.18 C.lII.l 
Sections 
3.7.2.2 and 
3.7.2.12 

What are major Seismic Category I structures? 2 4 Provide clarification. 

C.III.1.19 C.UI.1 Section 
3.7.2.8 

What is the definition of Seismic Category II? Based on the text. it 
implies SSCs that meet Regulatory Guide 1.29 Position C.2 
requirements are dassified as Seismic Category II. 

2 4 Delete the term "Seismic Category II" or define it and 
u~e It consistently throughout 0G--1145. 

C.lII.1.20 C,lII.1 Section 
3.9.6.5 

Typo. 3 5 Replace ASMC with ASME. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.III.1.21 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.l11.1 Ch. 
3.9.2.3 

COMMENT 
Currently, this section only addresses BWR reactor internals· PWR 
reactor internals need to be addressed as well. 

PRIORITY 

2 

~ 

3 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Provide words similar to C.I.3.9.2.3 

C.1I1.1.22 C.lII.1. 
Sec. 5.2.3.2 
(1). (2) 

Please clarify if it will be acceptable to reference the EPRI Water 
Chemistry guidelines for the new plants. or will an applicant need to cut· 
and-paste much of the background information (rrim Ihose documents 
into the SAR? The last sentence in each item implies thai incorporation 
by reference is acceptable. but there appears to beothe opportunity for 8 
lot of redundancy and downstream revision of the SAR every lime those 
guidelines are updated. 

2 4 Clarify that the EPRI Water Chemistry guidelines can 
be incorporated by reference 

C.III.1.23 C.lII.1. 
Sec. 5.2.4.1 

Section C.1.5.2.4.1, "lSI and 1ST 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 Ihe 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 tor 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 requesls will not be developed at the time the 
application is submitted. The list should be modified 10 recognize that al 
such items that have been identified may nol be induded in the 
application. 

1 2 Add the following to the end of this section as a 
separate paragraph: 

"It Is acceptable 10 submit a general description of the 
programs as long as it "fully describes~ the programs. 
as defined in ~ECY-05-0197.and references any 
applicable standerds regarding the lSI and 1ST 
programs. When some detailed informalion for the 151 
and 1ST prOgrams as require~ in this seclion is nol 
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 (atteast one year prior to tuelload) for NRC 
review prior to luelload.~ 

C.III.1.24 C.1I1.1. 
Sec. 5.2.4.1 

The numbering of the g items listed in this section start with 11, instead 
of 1. 

3 5 Re.number the list of items starting with (1) 

C.lII.1.25 C.III.1. 
Sec. 5.2.4.1 
(13) 

Please clarify the requiremenl to discuss the procedures used 10 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 (0 submit detailed procedures which require a 
FSAR update if a change to the procedure is performed. We believe 
that a discussion of Ihe methods and techniques used to meet Section 
XI Code requirements provides sufficient information 10 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 or the third bullet under Section C.I.5.2.4. t, 
and replace the comma betWeen "methods~ and 
~techniques~ with the word "and.~ 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.26 C.III.1. The industry does nol have -exemptions" from Gode requirements, but 2 4 Delete the following bulleted item" 

Sec. 5.2.4.1 rather has Relief Requests and alternatives per 10 CFR 50.55a. The Code exemptions. Identify any exemptions from Code 
(7) industry also works to Code Cases. as specified in Regulatory Guide requirements. 

1.147. Please clarify if our understanding is correct and this item can b~ 

deleted. 
If this requirement is addressing components that are exempt from Ihe 
inspection requirements of Section Xl as defined in Section Xl (usually 
based on size), please clarify and elaborate that this is the intent of this 
item. • 

C.III.1.27 C.III.1 Lead-in info of section C.III.'· Ch. 6 stales "The applicants should state 2 3 Omit this statement from Chapter 6, but address the 
Ch.6 its intentions with regard to its adoption of risk informed categorizaUon use of §50.69 in Section 3.2 of the FSAR. 10 CFR 

and treatment of structures, systems and components in accordance 50.69 is currently not mentioned in C.I.3. 
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. (Ouplicat 
of comment on C.I.6.1 

C.III.1.28 C.IILl Lead·in info of section C.III.1· Ch. 6 slates "Generic OCOs typically 2 3 Be consistent with Staff interpretation of 10 CFR Part 
Ch.6 address the equipment, the material used to manufacture the 52. 

components in the ESF system. If applicable, this information may be 
incorporated by reference.- Workshop discussions have led the lndus~ 
to believe that the Staff interprets Part 52 to require that the COLA 
include the OeD information, not -incorporate by reference. [Duplicate0' comment on C.l.6.l 

C.lII.1.29 C.1I1.1 The section labeled "Generar duplicates C.I.6. It should be written to 2 3 Rewrite General info to identify what is needed beyond 
Ch.6 General identify what is necessary beyond the referenced OeD consislent with the referenced DCD. 

the intent of C.l11.1. 
C.IIL130 C.1I1.1 The section labeled MGenerar states "The General Design Criteria 2 3 Make these statements consistent. 

Ch. 6 General (GOC) 1. 4, 14.31,35.41 and Appendix B of 10 CFR Part SO. and 10 
CFR Part 50. §50.55a, require that certain systems be provided to serve 
as engineered safety features (ESFs) systems.M This statement Is not 
consistent with similar statement in C.1.6. 

C.i11.1.31 C.lII.1. According to RG 1.82 Rev.3. the design of the adverse effects, such as 2 2 Add the following item in this section for evaluation of 
6.2.2 debris, chemicals from buffering agents and debris effects generated containment sump analysis - The design of the 

from the use of unqualified coatings (which may nol adhere to the adverse effects, such as debris, chemicals from 
surface) should be considered. In general, this information should be buffering agents and debris effects generated from the 
provided at the COL slage for COL appticants thai reference a certified use of unqualified ooatings (which may not adhere to 
design. the surface) should be considered at.the COL stage. 

C.III.1.32 C.IILl C.IlI.1.6.2.7 states ·COl applicant that reference a certified design do 2 2 Either section C.III.1.6.2.7 should be deleted, or a 
6.2.7 not need to include additional inrormation~ while there is no correspond similar section should be induded in C.1.6.2. 

section in C.1.6.2: There should be consistency within these sections. 

C.lII.1.33 C.III.1 C.1.6.G.6 requests -Describe the method to be used in evaluating 2' 4 ~Describe the method 10 be used in evaluating 
6.6.6 examination results for Class 3 components and, unIii publication of 

IWD-3000, indicate the extent to which these melhods are consistent 
examination results for Class 3 components and, 
indicate the extent '0 which these methods are 

with requirements in Article IWA-3000 of Section XI.- This guidance consistent with requirements in Article IWD-3000 of 
should be updated to reflect that IWD·3000 has now been published. Section XI: 
Duolicate of comment on C.1.6.1 
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NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.l.34 C.III.1. This section states: "Identify all instrumentation, control, and supporting As worded, applicants referencing a certified design 

Sec 7.1.1 systems that are not addressed in the design conlrol document of the (C. III) must identify all instrumentation. control, and 
referenced certified design or other parts of the COL applicalion. supporting systems not addressed in the OCD. 
per C.I,1.7.1.1: "The application document should list all including 'non~safety related instrumentation. control, 
instrumentation. control, and suppor1ing systems that are safety related. and supporting system~. whereas applicants for non-
including alarm communication, and display Instrumentation," certified design (C.I) are only required to address the 

safety related ones. Revise C.1I1.7.1.1 10 be consistent 
withC.I.1.7.1.1. 

C.III.1.35 C.III.1. 5th sentence has the phrase ~accepting the" repealed twice in the 3 5 Modify to correct the duplication. 
Sec. 8.2.2 sentencu. 

C.III.1.36 C.lII.l This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL I 1 Delete the following from C.1II.1.9.1.3: 
Sec. 9.1.3 applicant referencing a certified design. The second and third bullets of • Describe operational program to maintain spent fuel 

this information require the following additional information: decay heat load within spent fuel pool cooling system 
• Describe operational program to maintain spent fuel decay heat load heat removal capacity during refueling, including 
within spent fuel pool cooling system heat removal capacity during analytical methods used to calculate decay heat 
refueling, including analytical methods used to calculate decay heat generation and heal removal capacity. 
generation and heat removal capacity. • With respect to neutron absorber material, provide 
• With respect to neutron absorber material, provide pool cleanliness pool cleanliness requirements for normal operations in 
requirements for normal operations in the design bases for the cooling the design bases for the cooling and cleanup system 
and deanup system for the spent fuel facilities. for the spent fuel facilities. 

This Information does not appear to be required in the corresponding 
section of DG-1145, C.I.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-1145. 
These requirements appear 10 be inappropriate. 

C.III.1.37 C.1I11 This section describes additional informalion 10 be provided by a COL 1 3 Modify the se.ctlon to read as follows: 
Sec.9,1.4 applicant referencing a certified design. The additional information 

required is: . 
Typically included as part of the referenced certified 
design. No additional information needs '0 be provided 

• Describe the operational program governing fuel handling, including by a COL applicant referencing a cenified design. 
procedures and administrative contrQls. 
ThIS information does not appear to be required "in the corresponding 
sectionaf DG-1145, C.1.9. Additionally. the operational program 
described is not identified as an operatio'lal program required by 
regulation, as addressed in Section C.1.13.4 and C.lV.3 of DG-1145. 
This requirement appears to be inappropriate. 
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NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.38 C.1I1.1 This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL 1 

Sec. 9.1.5 applicant referencing 8 certified design. lhe second and third 
paragraphs of the section requires the following additional information: 

Describe the operational program governing heavy load handling, 
induding: 
• A listing of all heavy loads and heavy load handling equipment outside 
the bounds of loads described in the certified design, and Ihe associate 
heavy load attributes. 
• Heavy load handling safe load paths and roulit:l9 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 penionnel qualifications, training, and control programs. 
• QA programs to monilor, 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.proofhandling systems, 
provide a safety evaluation demonstrating the consequences of potentia 
This Information does not appear to be required in the corresponding 
section of OG-114S, C.1.9. Additionally, the operational program 
described is not identified as an operational program required 

by regulation. 8S addressed in Section C.1.13.4 and C.IV.3 of 
OG-1145. These requirements appear to be inappropriate. 

C.III.1.39 C.lII.1 Allho~gh the same design bases information is described, the list is 3 
Soc. 9.2.5.1 worded differently between this section and the corresponding section I 

C.1.9. Specifically, the fifth bullet of the list reads as follows: 
The ability of essential componenls 10 withstand design loadings. 
provisions for inspection of essential structures and subsystems 

C.III1.40 C.UI1 The reference to RG 1.29 for this section is incorrect. RG 1.29 deals 3 
Sec. 9.2.5.2 with seismic classification. The reference instead should be to RG 1.27, 

Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power Plants. 

C.III.1.41 C.III.1 The first sentence of the third paragraph of this section states. ·Oescrib 1 
Sec. 9.3.3 how the final size of the drywall sumo is determined." 
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1� Modify the seelion to read as follows: 
Typically included as part 01 the referenced certified 
design. No additional information needs to be provided 
by a COL applicant referencing a certified design. 

3� Split Ihe firth bullet of the design bases to be provided 
into two bullets, as follows: 
• capability of essential components 10 withstand� 
design loadings� 
• provisions for inspection of essential structures and 
subsystems 

3� Change RG 1.29 to RG 1.27. 

1� Delete the following from the third paragraph of this 
section: 
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NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.lII.1.42 C.III.1 C.1.9.5.1.3-1 The 10th bullet of the information required to be submitted in the second 3 3 Delete bullet (10) referencing the ~fire PRA," and 

Sec. 9.5.1.1 paragraph of the section feads as follows: replace with the following at the end of the paragraph: 
(10) Fire PRA peer review results·· these should Include all high-level Guidance for fire probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs 
Facts and Observations and is provided in Seclions C.I.19 (Probabilistic Risk 
their resolution. or plan and schedule for resolution if at a luture date. as Assessment Information and Severe Accidents) and 
documented by an "independent" peer revk!w (i.e .• one performed C.Il.1 (Probabilistic Risk Assessment). 
according (0 an approved fire PRA standard by a group independent 
from the applicant) 
A similar commenl, C.I.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.I.19 and C.II.1. The 
same revision should be made in this section. 

C.III.1.43� C.lII.1 Change the word "addifion"10 "edition." 3 4 See next comment 
Sec. 9.5.1.1(2 

C.III.1.44� C.III.1 This section should be revised to address the fact that the design 1 1 The ftnallist of industry codes and standards will be 
Sec. 9.5.1.1(2 certification identifies the codes and standards applicable to the certified governed by the DeD (6 months prior to OeD) for 

design.� items already certified. The COL will use industry 
codes and standards (6 months prior 10 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.lII.1.45� C.lII.1. 5th bullet states "Heavy" instead of "Heavy." 3 5 
Sec 9.1.5.1 

C.III.1.46� C.III.1. Section 9.4.5 is followed by Section 9.5.1. Section 9.4.5 should be 3 5 
Sec9A5 followed bv"9.5 Other Auxiliarv Svstems." 

C.III.1.47� C.1I1.1 Numerous sections like 9.3.1, 9.3.3, 9.5.4, 9.5.5 shoutd give credit to th 1 4 Add the following sentence to these and other sections 
Chapter 9 noled items already having been addressed in the DCD. These section ~If this Information is included In the: DCD. COl 

do nol do so as presently written. applicants referencing a certified design do not need to 
include additional information." 
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NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.48 C.1I1.1 Section states. wlf not contained in the OGD. discuss how the 1 2 and 3 ·Provide a general description and/or reference to 

Sec. 10.2.3 environmental conditions, operational parameters. design features. applicable standards on how design, procurement, 
fabrication, material properties, end maintenance afB managed and fabrication. maintenance and operations will be 
considered to mitigate the following potential degradation mechanisms conducted so as to mitigate the following potential 
in the turbine rotor and bucketslblades: pitting, stress corrosion degradation mechanisms in the tumine rotor and 
cracking. corrosion fatigue, low·cycle faligue, erosion, and erosion· buckets/blades: pitting, stress corrosion cracking, 
corrosion" corrosion fatigue, low-cycle fatigue. erosion. and 

erosion-eorrosion. The COL applicant should provide c 
~If not contained in the OeD,· is not an appropriale criterion for requiring schedule for making procurement specifications and 
COLA info. Rather. COLAs will contain information required by the related information describing design features, 
regulations Ihat Is suff\clent to support NRC safety reviews and findings, fabrication methods. and material properties available 
and need not provide additional detail about the approved standard for NRC audit. but the schedule need not be part of the 
design. Moreover, the requested information is not practical or COLA. This informalion should be made available at 
necessary to provide at lime of COLA. least one year prior to scheduled fuelload.~ 

C.III.1.49 C.III.1, Section states, ~Describe the turbine rotor inservice test and inspection 1 2 and 3 Add statement consistent with C.1.10.2.3.3 as follows: 
Sec. 10.2.3 program. In this description. include inspection frequency. scope "It is acceplable for the COL applicant to submit a 

(components/areas to be inspected), inspection method for each general description and reference any applicable 
component, acceptance criteria, disposition of reportable indications, standards regarding in-service inspection of Ihe turbIne 
and corrective actions. Provide the technical basis for the inspection rotor; however. the COL applicant should provide a 
frequency" schedule for submitting the finalized in-selVice 

inspection procedures and acceptance criteria. This 
sc.hedule 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." 

When addressing the timing of this information need, 
note that the following was included in Section 10.2.60 
the AP1000 DCD: 

The Combined license holder will submit to the staff 
for review and approval wit~in 3 years of obtaining a 
Combined License. and then implement 8 turbine 
maintenance and inspection program. The program will 
be consistent with the mainfenance and inspection 
program plan activities and inspection intervals 
Identified in subsection 10.2.3.6. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 

~ 

C.III.1.50� C.III.1. Section states. -Develop flow-accelerated corrosion (FAC) monitoring 2 2 "Provide a general description and/or reference to 
Sec. 10.3.6 program (or carbon steel portions of the steam and power conversion applicable standards for developing a flow-accelerated 

system that contain water or wet steam.· corrosion (FAC) monitoring program· for carbon steel 
portions of the steam and power conversion system 

It is not necessary or practical to develop an FAC program at the time or that contain water or wet steam.· 
COLA. 

C.III.1.51 C.III.1 For non-code components, provide plant-speclfic materials property dal 2 2 It is not clear what is meant by wnon-code components· 
Sac. 10.3.6 such as chemistry, yield strength. fracture toughness data (KIC.), As utilized in the second bullet of C.1.10,3.6.3, the 

Charpy V-notch energy, nil·ductUity temperature. 'racture appearance meaning of the term appears to apply to components 
transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITAAC to verify the expecte outside of the ASME Section III portKln of the MS/FW 
material properties induding manufacturer/fabricator. and heat systems. However, based on the generarstatement in 
number(s). C.l.l0.3.6 and the specific usage in C.l.10.3.6.1, it 

could be construed that the COLA applicant is only 
required to provide the indicated infonnation "on 
materials used for ASME-Boiler and Pressure Vessel 
Code, Section III, Class 2 and 3 components .. :. 

If the former definition is correct, that non-code 
components are components that are outside of the 
ASME Section III code 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 III. Cia_55 2 and 3 components. 

C.lII.1.52 C.III.1. Seelion states, "For non-code components, provide expected plant- 1 1 and 3 Delete the second sentence regarding ITMe. 
Sac. 10.3.6 specific malerials property data such as chemistry, yield strength, 

fracture toughness data (KIC.), CharRY V-notch energy, nil-ductility 
temperature, fracture appearance transition temperature. Identify 
appropriate ITAAC to verify the expected material properties including 
manufacturerlfabricator. and heat number(s).

Per past practice for design certification and Section C.1I.2, ITAAC are 
not established to verify material properties of non-code components in 
the steam and feedwater systems. Rather. NRC may verify aclual 
material properties through normal design implementation Inspections. 
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DGSECTION RELATED 
NWID Nn. COMMENT 

PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.III.1.53 C.III.1. Seclion slates. -Discuss design and operational procedures for 2 2 ·Oiscuss~peratlonal~~ 
Sec. 104.9 avoidance of steam binding on the AFW pumps· for avoidance of steam binding on the AFW pumps," 

Design provisions will be described in the referenced DCD. 85 
appropriate. Operational procedures will nol be available at time 0' 
COLA so they cannot be discussed. 

C.III.1.54 C.lII.1. Section slates. '"Describe the inspection and lesting procedures to verify 2 2 "Describe the inspection and testing~ 10 
sec. 10.4.9 that the system is capable of automatically Initiating auxiliary feedwaler verify that the system Is capable of aulomatlcally 

flow upon receipt of a system actuation signal. initiating auxiliary feedwater flow upon receipt of a 
Isvstem aduation si oal.· 

C.III.1.55 C.lII.1. Section states. ·O~scribe the inspection and testing procedures to be 2 2 ·Oescribe the inspection and testing~ to be 
sec. to.4.9 performed to verify that the syslem satisfies the recommendations of performed to verify thai the system satisfies the 

RegLllatory Guide 1.62 with respect to the system capability to manually recommendations of RegUlatory Guide 1.62 with 
initiate protedive.action by the auxi~ary feedwater system. respect to the system capability to manually initiate 

rolective action bv the auxiliarv feedwater svstem.
C.III.1.56 C.III.1. Section stales. ·Oescribe the inspection and testing procedures to be 2 2 6Describe the inspec:lion and testing ~ to be 

sec. 10.4.9 performed to verify that essential portions of the AFWS are isolable frorr performed to verify that essential portions of the AFWS 
non-essenlial portions. so that system performance is not impaired- in are isolable from non-essential portions, so thai systen 
the event of a failure of a non-essential component. performance is not impaired in the event of a failure of 

a non-essential comDonenl." 
C.III.1.57 C.lII.l. Section states. ·Describe the design features of the turbine rotor, shaft, 2 2 "Provide a general description of how destgn. 

sec 10.2.3 couplings, and buckelslblades If these features were not described in procurement and fabrication of the turbine rotor, shaft, 
the OeD. Provide drawings. Identify the manufacturer and model couplings, and buckets/blades will be conducted 
number. Discuss fabrication methods," c~nsistent with design certification requirements and 

applicable codes and standards. The COL applicant 
"Oescribe ... "lhese features were not described in the OeD." is not an should provide a schedule for making procurement 
appropriate criterion for requiring COLA info. Design features of the specifications and related information describing 
turbine rotor, etc., will be described in the OCD 8S appropriate. COLAs design features. fabrication methods. and material 
will contain information required by the regulations that is sufficient to properties available for NRC audit. This information 
support NRC safety reviews and findings, and need nol provide should be made available at least one year prior to 
additional detail about the approved sta~dard design. Moreover, scheduled fuel load." 
manufacturer and model number are not practical or necessary to 

rovide at time of COLA. 
C.III.1.58 C. II 1.1 Section states. -For BWRs. if an alternate leakage path is chosen, 2 2 6For BWRs. if an altemate leakage path is chosen. 

sec. 10.3 provide detailed drawings that show the MSIV alternate leakage path provide drawings or detailed descriptions of the rouling 
lines including the condenser. all applicable connections to the system .Qf.MSIV alternate leakage path lines including the 
and their seismic classification. conde~ser. all applicable connections to the system. 

and Iheir seismic classification.6 

C.III.1.59 C.1I1.1 Secllon states, "When cast austenitic stainless steel materials are used. 2 2 "When cast austenitic stainless steel materials are 
sec. 10.3 discuss what measures have been taken to ensure thai these materials used, discuss what component configuration and 

can be adequately inspecled by volumetric methods as required in the access provisions have been made to ensure lhat 
inservice inspection program." these materials can be adequately inspected by 

volumetric methods as required in the inservice 
insl)gction program.

C.III.1.60 C.lII.l This sedion makes reference to RG 1.123 which has been withdrawn. 3 1 Correct reference 
Sec. 10.4.3 

C.III.I.61 C.lII.l Bullets one and four make reference to reactor water chemistry. 3 1 For clarity. please consider separate phrasing of BWR 
Sec. 10.4.6 and PWR reQuirements 
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COMMENT DGSEerlON RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.62 C.lII.1, Section 10.3 is followed by Sedion 10.3.6. II appears thai Section 10.3 3 5 

Sec 10.3 should be followed bv "10.3.5 Water Chemistry (PWR onlvl." 
C.III.1.63 C.III.1, The objective and primary benefit of mobile systems is flexibility in term 1 1 The requirements to describe mobile systems in terms 

Ch.11 of selection and replacement. Outage equipment (e.g.. laundry of their ·operating characteristics, ALARA design 
processing system) may change with every outage. thereby requiring an fealures. waste processing rates, instrumentation and 
SAR change. Outdated or defective equipment should allow controls that govern system operation and termination 
replacement with an entirely different system without pursuing an SAR of process and releases· are too prescriptive and lock 
change. The objective of the SAR should be to identity what minimum the plant operator into specirlC systems. More generic 
operating characteristics will apply, ALARA objectives and minimum requiremenls should be specified. 
ALARA 'design features (as applicable), minimum instrumentation 
(monitoring) requirements, and minimum controls for governing critical 
or safety operation and termination functions. Minimum waste 
processing·rales should only be required for liquid :and gaseous effluent 
sYstems. 

C.III.1.64 C.III.1, Consistency. 3 3 Change "FSAR" to "SAR." 
Sec.12.5.1 

C.III.1.65 C.III.1, Current language is 100 prescriptive and would require an SAR revision 2 4 Change ·Oescribe the types 01 detectors and monitors, 
Sec. 12.2.2, for every new instNment type, .quantity, elc. as well as the quantilies...·lo "Oescribe the typical 
para. 2 types of detectors and monitors, as well as the 

minimum ouantilies... • 
C.III.1.66 C.lII.1 Provide a description of any additional contained radiation sources not 2 2 Since some of these sources may not be procured until 

Sec. 12.2.1 identified in Section' 12.2.1 of the DCD for the referenced plant design, nearer fuel loading. the e)Cact quantities may be 
including radiation sources used for in~trument calibration or unknown at COL application. Revise to describe 
radiography. program for obtaining and controlling sources. 

C.III.1.67 C.l11.12.3,4 C.III.12.3.4 contains the lwo following items 2 4 These passages need clarification. Discuss difference 
1. "Describe the use 01 portable instruments, and the associated training or delete duplication. 
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(1)(2)(..vi) and crileria in nem 111.0.3.3 01 NUREG-0737" 
2. "Address the use of portable instrumenls. 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... 

C.ItI.1.68 C.III.I, C.1I1.1.12.5.3. Radioactive Material Control, para 3 5 In sentence 3. change "position contror to "positive 
Sec.12.5.3, Iypo control." 
Radioactive 
Material 
Control, para 
1 

Page 98 of 131 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS· DG-1 145. "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWREDITION) 
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NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.69 C.lII.1, Numerous changes that we~e made to C.1.13 during the various 1 4 C.III should revised to be consistent with C.1. 

Chapter 13 iterations of 5/1 to 6/30 to 9/1 were not carried over to C.Il!.l, Chapter 
13. 
Examples include: 
1. The requirement for indusian of resumes in the FSAR were removed 
In C.1.13.1. 9/01 version but not in C.III.l, Chap 13.1. 
2. The last sentence of the FIrst paragraph of section 13.2.1.1(1) in 
C.I.13 was changed 'rom 'he program should distinguish between 
classroom. on-fha-job, and simulator training, ... " to ·The prOQram 
should distinguish between formal instruction, on-the·job. and simulator 
training, ..... This same change was not made in C.IIL1, Chapter 13. 

C.III.1.70� C.III.1, Ch.13 A "References· section was not included in section C.lll.l·13 as is in 3 3 C.III should revised to be consistent with C.1. 
section 13.1.4 ofC.1.13 

C.III.1.71 C.III.1, Sec� 1st sentence has the phrase ~provide the- repeated twice in the 3 5 Correct the sentence 
13.1.2.2 sentence. 

C.It\.l.72 C.l11.1 The emergency class definitions have been revised to indude security 1 1 ll:le 8Ffl8'g8Re~ pleA 6"'8",10 iR8h:leje tR8 BA'lierfleA8~ 

13.3� events. sla6sifisatian'~ el 6sReme EiBssFibed iA "~~eR"'iJl: 1 
8Rej S~IJIJIBmBAt 3 (e f>/6'REG Q654The 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 RI$ 
2006-12, 

C.III.1.73 C,II1.1� This confirmation of agreement does not need to be a permanent part 0 2' 4 The applicant should provide some form of 
13.3 Ihe E~plan. Also, the letter showing offsile agency agreement is needed� confirmation of the agreement, such as a letter signed 

whether or not there are other reactors at the site. by State and local governmental authorities, ~ 

e""eFg8Q'')' piaR. if tAe 8ppiissRI pFe ides BFfloF!!JeR6) 
asti9R 19"91.. diffefeRt fr.9m U~a6e far tt::le 8KistiRg 
~9BGt9~(6) 9R tt:le site. •....ith the application. 

C.lII.1.74 C.III.!� This should be able to be provided by reference to other sections. 2 2 Add the following sentence after the second paragraph 
13.3� on page C.1.13-11 :-It is acceptable to reference the 

sections in the FSAR thai address site characteristics 
to satisfy this reauirement." 

C.III.1.75 C.III.1� Existing regulations do nol require submittal of State and local 1 1 In addition to the NRC's regulations (described above), 
13.3� emergency response procedures. just plans. (10 CFR 50.33(g» the COL application needs to include the applicable 

State, Tribal. and local plans BAd pF9seEh:lFe6 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 111.1.76 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRCIDNO. 

C.1I1.1 
13.3.1 

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

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

2 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

This plan should be a physically separate document 
~ referenced by Section 13,3 of the F~AR. 

and may incorporate by reference various State and 
local emergency plans or other relavant materials. 

C.III.l.77 C.1I1.1 
13.3.1 

The requirement of 10CFR 73.71(a) should be addressed under. 
security, nol EP. 

1 4 The cross-reference should indicate where the specific 
crilerio in 10 CFR 50.72(0)(3). 10 CFR 50.72(0)(4). 10 
CFR 50.72(c)(3). Appendix E to 10CFR Por150.~ 

GfR 73.71(a). ond NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-l. Rev. 1 
are addressed in the applicant's plans. 

C.III.1.7B 

C.lII.1.79 

C.III.1.80 

C.lII.I.BI 

C.l11.1 
13.3.1 

C.1I1.1 
13.3.1 

C.1I1.1 
13.3.1 

C.l11.1 
13.3.1 

Explicitly stale what type of documents musl be addressed ~ GL, Bl, 
Orders. This should not include IN's as these are not supposed to set 
new reQuiremenls. 

The EAL information should be in 'he stand alone Emergency Plan. 

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

10 eFR 2.390 gives the requiremen1s for marking information to be 
withheld from public disclosure. 

1 

3 

2 

3 

1 

3 

4 

1 

The applicant should address the various generic 
communk::alions and Commission Orders that are in 
effecl ...explicilly slate what type of documents must be 
addressed. GL BL, Orders. 
The FSAR emergency plan should also address an 
emergency dassificalion and action level scheme. as 
reouired bv 10 CFR 50.47/bl/4\.· 
The applicant shOUld address the NRC Orders issued 
February 25. 2002. Bt 2005-02 ond R1S 2006-12, as 
well as any subsequent NRC guidance (or any NRC 
endorsed industry guidance developed in response to 
issues related to implemenlation of the Orders), 10 
determine what security-relaled aspects of emergency 
planning and preparedness must be addressed in the 
emeraencv olano 
Any information submitted to the NRC that is 
proprietary, sensitive, or safeguards information should 
be marked 8ppF8pFiatsl) as required by 10 CFR 2.390. 

C.III.1.82 C.1I1.1 
13,32 

This should be covered under Security, not EP. 2 1 (10) Qsssril:lB Il:le IraiRiRg pregraffi feF empIS)BSS aA~ 

RBA empley986 Ie a&6WF8 IRe effe&l;i 9 iR=lpIBR=lSAtatisR 

<I' the pl:lysisal PfQt9slioA pFQgr.am. 

C.1I1.1.B3 C.III.1. 
Soc. 13.5.2.1 

Item (2), 1st sentence states -The FSAR or olher 5ubmitlal should 
describe the applicant's program for developing operating procedures 
(A.1-5 above): II is not dear what -A.1-5 above" is referring 10 in the 
document. 

3 5 

C.III.1.84 C.III.1. 
Sec. 13.5.2.1 

Item (3) 1s1 sentence states ~The FSAR or other submittal ... shOUld 
describe the applicant's program for developing EOPs {A.4 above} :.." I 
is not dear what "AA abovsw is referring to in the document. 

3 5 
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COMMENT DGSECTIQN RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDND. COMMENT 
C.III.t.B5 C.lII.1, C.1I1.1 Chapter 16.2, second paragraph, slates -The format and content 3 4 Delete references to M or design certificalionM 

Soc.16.2 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 ~2. MDesign 
Certification Rule for the U.S. Advanced Boiling Waler Reactor," 
Appendix 0 to Part 52, ·Oesign 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 Me 
design certification" is addressed in this seclion thai is intended to 
address a COL application t~at is referencing a certified design. 

C.III.1.B6 C.III.1, C.1I1.1 Chapter 16.2, second and third paragraphs, implies that the use 2 4 Provide darification that a COL applicant referencing a 
Soc.162 of STS and incorporation of TSTF Travelers is an option for the COL design certification rule can only ado~t revised generic 

application that is referencing a certified design. This is misleading, in Technical Specifications by following the change 
that an applicant might be led to believe that this is an acceptable reqUirements of the applicable design certificalion rule. 
allemative without following the change requirements of Section VlIl.C 
of the applicable design certification rule. 

C.III.1.B7 C.III.1, C.IILl section 16.2, last paragraph, slates, in part MCertain plant-specifi 3 4 The guidance in C.1.16 appears to be more 
Sec.16.2 information may need to be provided with (he COL or design certificatio appropriate; and should be reflected in C.1I1.1.CH16.2 

application to demonstrate compliance with 10 CFR 50.36. This 
informatioll may indude but should not be limited to: ... Manuals, 

However. if some MManuals. reports. and program 
documentsM are expected to be provided in the COLA, 

reports, and program documents identified in the technical specification 
administrative controls section.MThis guidance is not consistent with 

the specifi~ documents should be identified in the 
guidance. 

C.1.16 which stales MManuals, reports. and program documents 
Identified in Ihe administrative controls section of the T5 or applicable 
governing regUlations, arB considered to be neither part of the FSAR, 
nor pari of the 1S 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 ,equired by the 
associaled 15 administrative control requiremenls and any applicable 
governing regulations." 

C.III.1BB C.III.1, The second paragraph of this section provides a recommendation (Le., 3 4 Revise Mshould" to ~must" 

Sec.16.2 ·should·) 10 base the plant·specific TS on the Generic TS rather Ihan 
reflecting the regulatory requirement to comply with the applicable 
Design Certification Rule Section 111.8 or to invoke the change 
mechanism under Section VIII.C. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.89 C.III.1, The first bullet in the-list contained in the fourth paragraph should be 2 4 Divide the first bull.at in the fourth paragraph to 

Sec.16.2� separated into two topics: the first and second sentences are separately address changes 10 generic Technical 
associated with completing COL Information Items based on a certified Specifications in a certifIed design. and use of generic 
design which may have an impact on the generic Technical Technical Specifications derived 'rom the STS NUREG 
Specifications. and require changing in accordance with Section VlIl.e documents. Replace the words -departures" and 
of the applicable design certification rule. The third sentence deals with Mdeviations" with "changes" or "exemptions: as 
Technical Specifications derived from the STS NUREG documents, appropriate. 
which can only be invoked by an applicant referendng a certified design 
by application of VIILC of the applicable design certification rule. 

C.III.1.90 C.III.1,Sec. This section identifies NUREG 1431 Revision 3.1 as the basis for 2 3 These two sections (C.III and C.l) should point to the 
16.2� review. However, section C.I.16 documents the use 0' the current same reference revision numbers. Either both state 

revision to NUREG 1431 without identifying a revision number. Revision 3.1 or both state latest reviskm. 

C.III.1.91 C.1I1.1,Sec. This sections stales that the applicant should consider incorporating the 2 3 These two sections (C.1lI and C.I) should Bat:h 
16.2� NRC approved TSTF Travelers where appropriate. Section C.I.16 does recommend the use of TSTF Travelers or not. 

not discuss the consideration of these TSTF Travelers. 

C.III.1.92 C.III.l,Sec. The recommendation assodalad with the TSTF Travelers is vague and The rules associated with the use of the TSTF 
16.2� requires clarification, Specifically. the issue remains unbounded with Travelers need to be clarified, Provide cut off dales 

regard to whellihe NRC TSTF Traveler reviews will be completed. If such as consider the use of NRC approved TSTF . 
these reviews are on going then up unlil the issuance of the documents Travelers thaI have been approved six mon1hs prior to 
by the applicant the NRC could be issuing approvals of Ihese Travelers. applicants submittal. Provide specific darificatfon as to 
In addition, the expectations of their use Is vague. Wilt the applicant be whether the use of these TSTF Travelers is a 
required to document why they choose not 10 consider some as well as requirement. and how their use or exclusion needs to 
why they choose others. be documenled. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORI1Y BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.93 C.III.1, The terminology between C.I and C.III is different. C.III assigns the 1 3 Change to: -Reliability Assurance is implemented in 

S"c.17.4.2� terms "O-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages; Col does not. F(~)r darity two phases. The first stage is referred to as the 
and 10 conform to SRM/SECY-95-132. the tann O-RAP should not be Design Reliability Assurance Program and applies to 
used. because there will not be a separate 'program' during stage two a reliability assurance activities that occur before the 
the RAP elemenls will be in existing operalional programs. initial fuel load. The objective of this slage is to design 

reliability inlo the plant consistent with PRA 
assumptions. The second stage applies to reliability 
assurance activilies lor the operations phase of the 
planllife cycle. The goal of.Reliability Assurance during 
this stage is to maintain rehability 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 acceptabte as long as overall plant safety 
performance is maintained within the PRA assumption 
and deterministic licensing design basis." 
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DG SECTION� RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING� 
NRC 10 NO. COMMENT� 

~gMMENT 

CIII.1.94 CIII.1. Same comment as above regarding a oeo: 1 3 17.4.3 RAP Implementation 
Sec.17.4.3 The terminology between C.l and C.III is different. C.III assigns the 

tenns -D·RAP and O-RAP for the two stages; C.I does not. For clarity, The RAP is implemented in several phases. The first 
the D-RAP and O-RAP terms should not be used. because there will not phase implements the aspects of the program that 
be a separate 'program' during stage two as the RAP elements will be ir apply to the design process. During this phase. risk-
8)(;s!ing oper~tional prOgrams: significant 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 nonsyslem based- Tier 1 inspection, test. 
analysis. and acceptance criteria (ITMC) requirement 
for RAP. 
The seCo~d phase Is the slte·specilic phase, which 
introduces 'he plant's site·specilic design information t 
the RAP process. The COL applicanVholder performs 
this phase. At this phase,the RAP is modified or 
appended based on cons;derations specific to the site. 
The COL applicanUholder eslablishes the probabilistic. 
deterministic, and other methods 10 determine and 
maintain the sile-specific list of SSGs under the scope 
of RAP. The COL Applicant should describe in t~ 

FSAR the information identified in Section 17.4.4. The 
COL applicant holder is alsD responsible for completin 
of site·specific informalion into the RAP and for 
implementing the RAP using existing operationat 
programs. 

C.IIL1.95 C.lII.1.17.4.2� In SECY 95·132, The Commission specifically disapproved the slaffs 1 1 Remove references 10 O·RAP. State that -Operational 
proposal thai 8n operational reliability assurance pro9ram (O·RAP) be reliability assurance objectives and activities are 
continued for the lile of the plant. SECY 95·132 stales the lollowing in incorporated into the QA Program and Maintenance 
the cover leUer: ·On Item E (reliability assurance program), the SRM Rute Program: therefore no lurther desaiption is 
approved a design reliability assurance program (O-RAP) subject to required. COLA action ilems must be addressed; 
resolution of the recommendation by the Office of the General Counsel specifically, the COL applicant will propose a method 
(OGC) to implement the D·RAP using the inspections, tests, analyses. by which it will incorporate the objectives of the 
and acceptance cri~eria (ITMC) process. The SRM disapproved the reliability assurance program into'other programs for 
staffs proposal that an operational reliability assurance program (0- design or operational errors that degrade non-safety-
RAP) be continued for the life of the combined license (COL). In related, risk-significant SSCs. II the staff now believes 
response to the instructions of the SRM, the staff modified SECY-94· that, contrary 10 SECY 95·132, other activities must be 
084 to: 1) revise the statement 01 purpose of the reliability assurance added to and described In the QA and Maintenance 
program; 2) require the use 01 the maintenance rule methodology for Rules Programs in order to implement reliability 
performance monitoring so that industry design reliability assumptions assurance objectives. these should be presented to 
are not translated into new regulatory requir~ments; 3) require the D- and approved by the .Commlssion, and then added to 
RAP 10 be verified using the ITMC process; 4) remove DG-1145. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.lII.1.95 C.III.1.17.4.2 the requirement that a separate O-RAP exist for the life of the p1ant; and 1 1 see above 
(continued) 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.

C.lII.1.96 C.lII.1.17.4.3 Same comment as above: The terminology between C.I and C.1I1 is 2 4 Reliability Assurance is implemented in several 
different. C.III assigns the terms ~O-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages, 
e.l does not. For clarity, the D-RAP and O-RAP terms should not be 

phases. The first phase implements the aspects thai 
apply to the design process. During this phase. risk-

used, because there will not be a separate 'program' during stage two a significant SSCs are klentified for inclusion in the 
the RAP elements will be in eXisting operational programs. program by using probabilistic. deterministic. and other 

methods. The design certification document addresses 
this phase which is referred to as Design Reliability 
Assurance Program (O·RAP). The design certification 
document also addresses a nonsyslem based Tier 1 
inspection. test, analysis, and acceptance criteria 
(ITAAe) requirement for RAP. The second phase of 0 
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 O-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 lisl of SSCs 
under the scope of RAP. The COL Holder is also 
responsible tor implementing. the 
operational objectives of Reliability Assurance 

using eXisting operational programs 
(Maintenance Rule and QA) through the life Df the 
plant. 

C.III.1.97 C.1I1.1.17.4 Regarding 2nd bullet in list: the list of SSCs may not be complete for 2 2 This bullet should state that the list of SSCs should 
inclusion in the COLA since the detailed design will not be completed. continue to be revised as necessary as the design is 

completed. This is an ongoing adivily to be completed 
prior to fuel load. 

C.III.1.98 C.III.1.17.4.4 The Commission directed that there would not be a separate program 2 4 Replace ·O-RAp· with ·operational reliability assuranc 
calledO-RAP objectives· 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIO~ITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.III.1.99 C.I.17.4-1, The terminology between C.I and C.1lI is different. C.III assigns the 2 4 Revise the responses to remove the term Operational 

C.1.17.4.1-1 terms "D-RAP and O·RAP for the two stages; C.I does not. For clarity, ReUabilily Assurance Program. Use the precise 
the O·RAP and O-RAP lelins should not be used. because thero will no language from SECY 95-132. 
be a separate 'program' during stage two as the RAP elements will be i 
existing operational programs: 

C.III.1.100 C.Ul.l, Sec. This list should be idenlical to C.1.17.4.4; the same Gomments for CJ 1 3 USB the same bullets as in C.l.11.4.4. as modified by 
17.44, 17.4.4 above apply. the comments above, To the extent the second to last 

bullel of C.III.17.4.4Is retained, change 'O-RAP' 10 
'RAP' consistentwilh the comments above. 

C.III.1.101 C.III.1, Ch Issue: Paragraph 4 says "The COL applicant should include updated ris 1 3 Comment: This paragraph calls for information which is 
19.1 insights, Identify all differences between the updated risk Insights and not necessary or appropriate when site- and plant-

the certified design risk insights, indicate which differences are specific COLA information is bounded by or not 
imponant, and explain why the important diHerences have occurred significantly different from the certified design PRA. 
(e.g., due to design changes, changes in PRA assumptions, or changes Clarification is warranted to be consistent with 
to PRA methodology). In this context, the Mdifferences in risk insights· understandings discussed dUring DG-1145 workshops 
includes changes (either detrimental or beneficial) 10 the significanl16 and paragraph 2 of this section, which states, 
~utsets relative to sequences, significant cutsels relative to core damag ·Applicants referencing a certified design can meet this 
frequency (CDF), sIgnificant cutsats relative to large retease frequency requirement by updating and upgrading, as 
(LRF), significant accident sequences, significant accident progression appropriate. the certified design PRA (I.e .• the "design-
sequences. significant basic events, significant contributors, and specific· PRA submitted pursuanl to 10 CFR 
significant containment challenges. The phrase -difference in risk 52.47(bX1), which has been evaluated and found 
insights· also includes any changes to the PRA-based insights.17 When acceptable by the NRC), to address relevant site- and 
identifying important differences between the plant-specific risk insights ptant-specific information. as well as changes to the 
and the cenified design risk insights. applicants should consider both certified design pursuant to 10 CFR 52.63(b) (e.g .• 
quantita~lve changes (e.g., changes in refinements In design detail, resolution of COL aclion 
risk metrics) and qualitative changes (e.g .• revised or additional items, design changes or deviations, technical 
acciden1 sequences)." specifications, and planl·specific emergency operating 

proce~ure5). The COL applicant may use, or 
incorporate by reference, the certified design PRA, 
however, 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.III.1.101 
(continued) 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC IDNO. 

C.III.1. Ch. 
19.1 

COMMENT 
PRIORITY 

1 

BASIS 

3 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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 al the beginning of the 
4th paragraph: -Additional information should be 
provided in the plant-specific PRA if the site- and planl
specific COlA information is not bounded by the 
certified design PRA insights and these differences are 
significant with respect 10 the PRA insights. Qualitative 
analyses rather than modifying the PRA may be used 
to demonstrate whether or not the differences are 
significant. tf the differences are significant, . 
[continue with 4th paragraph)" 

C.III.1.102 C.III.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". 

Updating is the proper term 10 describe supplementation of the design 
PRA to consider site· and plant·spedfic Information. The term 
·upgrading· is not necessary and should be deleted because it could be 
interpreted to imply more extensive changes 10 the PRA; which are not 
required for COLA. 

C.III. 1.103 C.III.1. 
Ch.19.1 

Issue: Sedion 19.1 5th paragraph last sen!ence re.ads -In addition. the 
certified design PRA should be updated and upgraded. as appropriate. 
poor to initial fuel load to reflect all changes in planl design and 
operational programs so thai it reflects the as-built. as-to-be-operaled 
plant." 

2 4 "In addition. the certified design PRA should be 
updated and upgraded. as appropriate. prior to initial 
fuel toad to reflect aU-relevanl changes in plant design 
and operational programs so that it reasonably renects 
the as-built. as-to-be-.operaled plant." 

Comment For consistency replace "all" with "relevant·. and insert 
"reasonably" before "reflects" 

C.III.1.104 C.1I1.1. 
Ch.19.1 

Issue: Saction 19.1 6th paragraph 1st sentenoo reads "The applicant 
should adhere to the guidance provided in Section C.11.1 of this guide fo 
th'li! plant-specific PRA, including th'li! fonnat and content identified in 
Appendix 8 to Section C.11.1 of this guide." 
Comment: Please see previous comments on changes to format of 
Section 19 from the format used in the certfied design PRA. 

1 1 For example, See comment C.1.19.3 
Add language" For a COL application referencing a 
certified design, this fannat meets the intent of Section 
IV.A.2.a of Part 52 appendices. as the certified design 
would be incorporated by reference. An exemption. 
requesl would not be required." 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
CII1.1105 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.lII.l. 
Ch.19.1 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
Issue: Section 19.1 Footnote 17 reads "Section 19.21a51 sentence read 3 
"The usage 0' this phrase is intended to be consistent with ils use in 
referring to the information provided in Table 19.59-29 in the AP600 and 
AP1000 Design Control Documents (DCDs)" 

BASIS 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

See Comment C.1.19.7 
Address if it appropriate to· reference the AP-600 or AP 
1000 OeD in a regulatory guide? 

Comment: Please see previous comments. 

C.III.1.106 C.III.1. 
Ch.19.1 

Issue: Section 19.2 2nd sentence reads ~To support the NRC staffs 
timely review and assessment, the applicant should adhere 10 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.1I1.2.1 C.l11.2 
Sec. 1.9.2 

C.111.2 discussion of FSAR 1.9.2 states "ESPs have already provided 
information addressing conformance wIth the applicable seclions 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 MAlternate approach utilized. The ESP addressed this section and 
was evaluated againsl RS~002 rather than the SRP" be considered to 
fulfill the 50.34(h) conformance assessment? 

1 4 NIA 

C.III.2.2 C.1I1.2.2 The 111 paragraph of this section states: ~Thf!l specific information that 
the applicant should provide has been copied from Ihe corresponding 
section in PattI and pasted into this section of the guide. M However, this 
is not an accurate statement for Chapters 3 through Chapters 19 which 
refers the reader back to CIU.l 

3 3 Clarify the wording in Ihis section to state that for 
Chapters 3 through 19. Ihose sections refer back to the 
corresponding sections in Part C.III.1. 

C.1I1.2.3 C.1I1.2.2 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 en ESP, the guidewitl stale that the COL applicant does 
not need to include additional information.

3 4 Deletion of future tense is recommended:MFor design 
topics that have been resolved in the design 
certification, the guide wiU stat8!,.that the COL 
applicant does not need to include addiUonal 
information. For topics related to approval of a specific 
site in an ESP, the guidewiU state.§: that the COL 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.2.4 C.III.22 The second paragraph in this section states: "Depending on the 2 2 Eliminate this paragraph -and the corresponding 

technology, some design topics may not have been reviewed during the paragraph in C.III.1 
design certification. COL applicants will need to provide this information 
only if it was not covered in the design cerl;(jcation. ~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 slaff but nol 
addressed/discussed in the OeD 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 w;th design finality associated with a Certified Design. 

C.1I1.2.5 C.1I1.2.4� With regard to the pilot ESP appliC?lions, COL information ilems were 2 4 1. C.l11.2.4 should be clarified to indicate the 
not specifically identified. COL aclion items were generated as a result appropriate source for listing of ESP COL informalion 
of the NRC review and are listed In the ESP FSERSection C.III.2.4 or action times.2. It is also recommended that the 
mentions COL action or information items in the ESP. However, permit NRC work with the industry on the content of ESP 
associated with the pilot ESP applications have not been made availabt permit form and content 10 provide appropriate 
(draft or final). requirements on the treatment of ESP COL information 

items in future ESP applications. It is possible that DG 
'145 may require update depending of the,final torm 0 
the pilot earty site permits.• 

C.1I1.26 C.lII.2.8� This section contains the statement: -The NRC recommends /hat the 2 4 Please clarify expectations regarding how the COL 
COL appliea/ion /Bcililate this review wherever possible." It is not clear applicant could facilitate this review. 
what the NRC expects Irom the COL applicant in this area. 

CIII.2.7� CIII.2.a For consistency add the words· and the ESP~ after ~ ... is consistent wit 2 4 ... is consistent with the certified design and the 
the certified desi n~. referenced ESP" 

C.1I1.2.8� C.III.2.9 1. Section C.1l1.2.9 (first paragraph) references Part 52 but does 314 Provide a specific: cite to the Part 52 regulation 
not provide a specific cite. In general, any reference to the regulatior feference in C.1I1.2.9 (first paragraph). 
should include a specific, clear cite. 
2. In addition. C.III.2.9 (second paragraph) cites 10 CFR 52.93. General comment. lor Staffs consideration throughout 
3. In that 52.93 addresses both exemptions and variances, the DG-1145.Revised C.1I1.2.9. the rererencelo 52.93 in 
specific cite should be provIded In C.UI.2.9. the second paragraph to say: 10 CFR 52.9::t!1. 

C.l1I.2.9 C.1I1.29� The second para.graph of C.1I1.2.9 indicates that if site characleristics do 2 4 Revise C.III.2.9 to read: "If the COL application (FSAR) 
not lall within the site parametern specified in the design certification tha does not demonstrate that the actual site 
the application should request an e)(emption Dr departure, as characteristics AstabUshed in the referenced ESP 10111 
appropriate per Part 52.93. However, it is possible that should an adual within the site parameters specified in the design 
site characteristic not fall within site parameters postulated in the design certification, the application shall include a request lor 
certification, a possible approach could be to request a var~nce from an exemption or departure, or Vlirlance from the ESP 
the ESP. as permitted by 52.79(b). This should be noled in C.III.2.9. as appropriate. that complies with the requirements of 
This would depend of which parameter is involved, possible differences the referenced design certification rule. 10 CFR 
in methods. etc. 52.79!bl and 10 CFR 52.93: 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY §8§!§ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.2.10 C.lII.2.10 Section C.lIl.2.10 does not mention referencing the ESP. consistent wit 2 4 The section title should be changed to: 

the purpose of C.l11.2.� ·Portions of a Final Safety Analysis Report not 
Addressed by a Certified Design and an ESP· 

The ro 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 OeD or ESP, it is 
suggested that the applicant indicate so in the 
lonnmnri.,.· . "' • 

C.1I1.2.11 C.III.2.10� Generally speaking, OG-1145 guidance and Part 52 provide little 2 4 Add the following statement to C.IU.2.10: 
specific guidance regarding the administrative aspects of how a "See Section C.IV.2 for guidanc, on referencing a 
reference ESP is treated in the COL application. Per the comment on design certification rule or an ESP." 
C.IV.2, it is recommended that C.lV.2 be revised to address the 
administrative aspects of referencing an ESP in the COLA. It is 
recommended that C-.lII.2.10 include a statemenl that provides a 
reference to C.lV.2. 

C.1I1.212 C.lII.2.11� C.1I1.2.11 provides a reminder of the requirements of 10 CFR 52.6 2 4 Review Section 6.4 of NE.I 04-01. drart Revision E for 
without offering additional guidance. However, gillen that regulations possible incorporation of industry g~idance into 
and related crIteria vary from safety, to environmental, to emergency C.III.2.11 regarding changes 10 the ESP. 
preparedness areas, guidance that would cover each area must be 
addressed separately. For example, as noted in Section 6.4 of NEt 04
01 (Drart 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 eFR 52.6 
would be applied. It is recommended thai the Staff coMult Section 6.4 
and consider incorporating appropriate elements of that guidance into 
DG-1145. Section C.III.2.11. 

181C.1I1.2.13 C.III.2.11 paragr'aph refers to 10CFR 52.6. This is a proposed rule change. 3 5 For consistency With other sections within OG-1145, 

·COL applicants that reference B DC and/or an ESP aro not required to add Ihe word "proposed" in front of 10 CFR 52.6. This 

. revise the information included ;n the DC or ESP. However, pursuant to will help to identify any potentially affected sections 

10 CFR 52.6. each applicant or license that identifl8S informalion as when the proposed rule is finalized. 

having, for the regvlaled activity. a significant implication for public 
health and safety or common defense and security shall notify the 
Commissio.n of this information.• 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C1l1.2.14 C.III.2. This section slates: 2 4 Reword this section to slale: 'No additional 

Sec.l.5 ,he requirements for furlher technical information are included 85 part information needs to be provided by • COL 
of the referenced cerlified design. The COL applicant that rofemnc6S 8 applicant referencing a certified design and an 
certified design and earty site permit should identify sny requirements ESP. 
fo' further technical information in their application for the portions of the ~A1so change the corresponding paragraph In C.III•.1 
facifity that are not certified, including an estimated schedule for 
providing the sdditional technical information that may be necessary for 
issuance of a combined license.· 
Per C.1, 1.5 this section is for applicants not referencing a certified 
design. However, since C.III is for.applicants referencing a cer1iflEtd 
design. it is not dear what additional information would be appropriate 
lor this section 

C.III.2.15 C.lII.2. Two new sentences were added to the second to last paragraph of this 2 4 Revise the wording in this sentence to: "ESP permit 
Sec.t.8 section. The newly added sentences read.'" In addition, COL applicants conditions If "v"ilabl.~. 

referencing an ESP should include information in the application that is 
sufficifmt to demonstrate compliance with any ESP permit conditions. 
Tabulated cross-references to this information should be provided ;n thi 
section." However, at the lime an ap~icanl submits a COL application, j 

Is possible that the ESP would not have been Issued by the NRC and 
therefore permit conditions would not have been identified. 

C.1I1.2.16 C.1I1.2; C.III.2.9 references C.III.2. Section 1.'8. 2 4 Add the following 10 C.m.2, Section 1.8 in the firsl 
Sec. 1.8 C.III.2.9 mentions the possible need for an exemption or departure paragraph: 

should site characters nol fall within site parameters specified in the ...... If the FSAR does nol demonstrate that design of 
design certification. citing § 52.93. However, Section 1.8 does not the facility falls within the site characteristics and 
discuss the situation in which § 52.93 is applied. Section 1.8 should be design parameters. Ihe application shall include a 
revised to address not only the exemption process provided in § request for variance that complies with Ihe 
52.93(a) but also to recognize thai a variance from the ESP [per § requirements of §§ 52.39 and S2.9~. The 
52.93(b)) may be an appropriate remedy, depending on the situation. requirements of proposed 10 CFR 52.79(d) specify tha 

COL applicants referencing a. certified design must 
provi~e sufficient infe:rmation to demonstrate that the 
characteristics of the sile fall within the site parameters 
specified in the design certification and must contain 
information sufficient 10 demonstrate that Ihe interlace 
requirements established for the design under § 52.47 
have been met. If the FSAR's site characteristics d 
not fall with the certified design's site parameters, 
the applicant may need 10 reguest an exemption or 
depllrture. As discussed in C.UI.2.9 a possible 
approach may also be to request a variance from 
the ESP per § 52.93(b)." 

C.UI.2.17 C.1I1.2. Throughout this section, the phrase ......6 months before the docket 2 4 Change the guidance wording to read" ....6 months 
Sec.l.9 dates of the COL applicationM is used to refer to the need 10 reconcile before the submittal date of the COL applicatlonM 

regulalory guides, standard review plans. generic issues and operaliona 
experience. However, the dockGt date cannot be delermined by the 
COL annliCant. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.2.1S C.IIL2, Throughoullhis suction, the terms ~devialion or variance~ is used when 2 4 Revise the words "deviation or variance" to 

Soc. 1.9� determining when an applicant needs to evaluate conformance with "departures", This will also make these sections of 
regulatory guides, standard review plans. generic issues and operationa C.IIl.2 consistent with the corresponding sections in 
experience. However, the lead-in sentences were. all recently revised to C.III.1. 
use the term ~departures·. 

ThIs occurs in many paragraphs throughout Section 1.9. 
For example:" For a COL application that includes deparlufes 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 variance is included in a 
Tonical Renori. 

C.UI2.19� C.UL2, C.1II.1 discussion 0' FSAR 1.9.1 states: "a COL applicant should 2 4 Provide specific guidance on what categories of 
Soc. 1.9.1� address confo""anc;e with RegUlatory GUides. in effect 6 monlhs before Regulalory Guides need 10 be addressed in this seelio 

Ihe docket dale of the COL application for 'he site·specific portions of 01 lhe COLA. 
the facility design which are not included ;n 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 Mfacility design- or Moperational 
aspects of the facility? For example, Division 2 is for Research and Tes 
Reactors; so, can we eliminate Division 2 assessments since they don', 
address design or operation of commercial power reactors? 

C.lIL2.20� C.UL2. Section 1.9.2 currently states; 2 4 Revise th~ subject paragraph of Section 1.9.2 as 
Sec. 1.9.2 MApplicants for an ESP also have 8 requirement In proposed 10 CFR follows;··ESP 8Dpllcattons prior to the proposed 

52. 17(a)(1)(xiii) to provide an eva/vat/on of the site against applicable rulemakina were rev5ewed aoainst RS..o02 but were 
sections of the Standard Review Plan (SRP) revision in effect 6 months not required to provide an evaluation against 
before the docket date of the early site permit application. ESPs have applicable sections of the SRP. Therefore, not all 
a!ready provided information addressing conformance with the ESP applications prior to the rulemaking have 
applicable sections of the SRP that were ;n effect l) months before the provided the subject SRP evaluation. A COL 
docket date of the ESP application. M application referencing these ESPs need not 
Since this proposed requirement is new, not all prior Mpilot" ESP provide an evaltJstlon against applicable sections 
applicants provided a review against SRPs. In addition, the "pilar ESPs ofthe SRP. For those ESP' following the 
were reviewed 8gainst RS-002. The gUidance should be clarified to proposed rtJlemaklng 'he respective applications
address the special licensing case of ESPs reviewed prior to the have already provided infonnation addressing 
proposed rulemaking. conformance with the applicable sections of the SRP 

that were in effect 6 months before Ihe docket dale of 
the ESP application." 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.2.21 C.III.2, 2 4 

Sec. 1.9.3 
Comment # C.I.1. 18 on Section C.I.1.93 is applicable as well to C.III.2. 
Section 1.9.3. See Comment NC.!. t .18. The proposed changes at 
1. C.I.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in C.IV.8. Section C.IV. C.I.1.9.3 epply as well to C.III,2. Section 1,9.3. In 
no longer contains a listing of generic issues. general. guidance regarding the scope of generic issue 
2. C.I.1.9.3 indicates: "Those issues thai remain open and are review should only be summarized in C.!II.t, Section 
technically relevant to the COL applicant's design should be addressed 1.9.3. Detail guidance should be provided in C.lV.8. 
in the application. Remaining "open" is not dear in that the cited 
proposed Part 52. 79(a)(20) is understood to, require COLAs to "indude" 
the resolutions for those issues that, in fact, have NRC approved 
resolutions. "Open: therefore, does seem 10 apply. The Staff should 
restrict issues to those for which acceptable resolutions have been 
proposed. 
3. In general, C.lV.8 guidance defines the broader scope of the generic 
Issue review via the discussion and use of NUREG-D933. App. B. 
Guidance on scope should be provided in C.lV.8 (except (or specific 
reductions in scope associated with referencing a OCD. This guidance 
should remain in C.III.1/2. 

C.III.2.22� C.III.2, The last sentence of the last paragraph of this subsection states: 3 5 Reward to read: 
Sec. 1.9.3 "..... to ensure the health and safety or the public is protecled. - ...to ensure the health and safety of the public." 

For consistency with CJII.1, delete the words -is orotecled". 
C.1I1.2.23 C.III.2, Second to last paragraph, last sentence contains a typo. Sentence 3 5 Change: 

Sec. 1.9.4� currently reads: -AppliGsnts for design cerlification and combined "procuring and international" to 
liCflnSfJ II'" responsible for procuring and international operating ·procuring any intemational~ 

exnericnce information.• 
C.1I1.2.24� C.1I1.2, The section indicates that additional information need not be provided. 2 4 Revise Section 2.2.2 as follows' 

Sec. 2.2.2� However, as noted in C.1.2.2.2.2. a description of hazardous materials -In general COL applicants that reference an ESP do 
stored onsite should be provided. Accident categories considered not need 10 incfude additional infonnation.However if 
include explosions of onsite stored materials (C.I.2.2.2.1(1».ln that onslte hazardous material Inventories and related 
onsite hazardous material inventories may not have be known at the information was not reviewed as part of the ESP 
time of ESP application, this information would likely be required.for the then that information would be included in the COL 
COL application. application as 8Dproprlat." 
Section C.III.2, Section 2.2.2 should be revised 10 recognize this 

ossibilitv. 
C.III.2.25� C.1I1.2. In that onsite hazardous material storage may not have been reviewed 2 4 Revise Section 2.2.3 8S follows: 

Sec. 2.2.3� at the ESP stage, such onsile storage would be discussed and In ganeral.'COL applicants that reference an ESP do 
evaluated as necessary in the COLA. This would include evaluation for not need to include additional information. However. if 
explosive impacts (C.1.2.2.3.1) as well as toxi.city limits for control room onsile hazardous material Inventories and related 
habitability. information were not reviewed as part of the ESP, 

then that Information would be evaluated In the 
COL application as aDoronrlate. See also nUidance 
at C.lII.2, Soction 6.4: 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.lII.2.26 C.1I1.2, Correct typo in last sentence: 3 5 Change: 

Sec. 2.3.3 "Identify and justify and deviations from the guidance provided In "and deviations" 
Regulatory Guide 1.23: to 

"anu deviations· 
C.III.2.2l C.1I1.2. Cooling water canal and reservoir design inlonnation may likely be 2 4 Revise the 111 sentence of the 1st paragraph"to read: 

Sec. 2.4.8 pt'ovided in the ESP jf the ESP is referring to a specific technology. "If not Drovided In the ESP present the design bases 
Therefore, this section should be begin with the words "If not provided for the capacity and operating plan for ........... 
In the ESP.... ".This will make this section consistent with Section 2.3.3 Also, revise Sections 2.4.10, 2.4,12 and 2.4.14 
and 2.2.4.ln addition, similar lead·in wording shouk1 be added to the similarly. 
following sections which may likely have included Ihe subject informatio 
In the ESP. These seelions are: 2.4.7, 2.4.10. 2.4.12, 2.4.14 
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COMMENT� DG SECTION PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING~ 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.III.2.28 C.lII.2, This section currently reads: 2 4 Reword to state: 

Sec.2.4.13 "For an ESP with a permil condition precluding accidental liquid -If ESP nermit conditions nreclude accldentallioui 
releases. provide information on how lhe DC complies with the penni! releases provide Information on how the certified 
condition," deslg" complies with the permit conditions: 
However, at the lime of COLA submittal the ESP permit may not have 
been issued by Ihe NRC and therefore per'!1lt conditions would not have 
been identified. 

C.1I1.2.29� C.1I1.2, This section uses the phrase ·,f nol included ;n the ESP", while previous 3 5 To improve clarity, change the phrase 10: 
Ch.3� sections use the phrase "If not provided;n rhe ESP· Also, Ihe ESP may ~If not provided in the ESP application.. : and apply it 

not have been issued by the NRC althe time of COLA submittal, consistently throughout C.III.2. 
therefore. -ESP" should be changed to :"ESP appfication" 

C.1I1.2.30� C.1I1.2, C.IlI.2. Chapter 6 refers the reader to C.III.1, Chapter 6. C.1I1.1. Chapte 2 4 C.UI.2. Chapter 6 should be revised as follows: 
Ch.6� 6 requires no additional information for a COLA rererencing a certified "The information in this chapler is identical to the 

design. However, for the COLA referencing an ESP, onsile chemical information in Chapter 6 of C.1l1.1.ln general. COL 
storage may not have been reviewed during the ESP stage. Therefore, applicants referencing a certified design and an early 
in additional to demonstrating that the control room dispersion sila permit should refer to Chapler 6 of C.1I1.1 for the 
coefficients postulated in the certified design bound that established for infonnalion needed to prepare their COL applications. 
the design at the selected site, the impact of hazardous materials stored However In that onsile hazardous material 
ansite must also be evaluated in the COLA application. In addition. for inventories mav not have been defined or reviewed 
new facilities proposed to be co-located ansite with existing facilities. th at ESP the onsite materials would be discussed 
other unils' hazardous materials must be considered in terms of control per C.1I1.2. Section 2.2 of this guide. The impacts of 
room habitability. these materials and that associated with other co

located facilities In terms of toxic or asphyxiating 
gases should be evaluated regarding the impacts 
to control room habitability: 

-, 

C.III.2.31� C.1I1.2, Information regarding details on Emergency Planning (Section 13.3) 2 4 Add a new sentence: 
Ch.13 may have been included in the ESP application. Therefore. the COL Mit Emergency Planning information as required by 

applicant may not need to repeat this information in the COLA. Section 13.3 of C.1I1.1 was previouslY provided in 
the ESP application the COL applicant that 
references an ESP does not need to include 
.~~;"nn.1 Infn.~.t1nn • 

Page 115 of 131� 10120/06 



NEI COMMENTS· DG·1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCID NO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.3.1 C.1I1.3 Industry comments regarding ESP environmental finahly were provided 1 1 Both C.II.3 and C.1I1.3 require review and update 

(Applies to� to the NRC in the NElletter dated 5/16106 (as part of the Part 52 consistent with the final Part 52 rule language and 
C.II.3 also)� rulemaking process). As noled in C.1I1.3, guidance regarding ESP accompanying statements. 

finality will be provided following the final Part 52 rulemaking. As The rnal draft Part 52 rulemaking language was l1)ade 
discussed with the Staff on several occasions (e.g., ESBWR OCWG- public 00 September 27, 2006. Thai information is 
NRC mtg of 7/14/06), applicants developing COLA.s thai reference an under review with regard to the proposed treatmenl of 
ESP are proceeding at risk in preparing ER materia', given the lack of ESP environmental finality issues. 
industry-NRC agreement on COLA ER content requirements (and It is expected that NEI will coordinate industry 
related supporting review processes). communications with the NRC on this maUer. 
In addilion to comments raised in the NEI 5/16/06 lelter, the industry 
understands from DG-1145 workshop discussions as well as the 7/1410E 
NRC·ESBWR DCWG meeting, thai 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.II!.3 are provided on this subject. 

C.1I1.3.2� C.1I1.3 In addition to oomments raised in the NEI 5116/061eller, the industry 1 4 C.1I1.3 should b,e revised to include the following; 
(Applies 10 understands·from DG-1145 workshop discussions as well as the 7114(0 In general the ESP. would provide an environmental 
C.II.3 also)� NRC-ESBWR OCWG meeting, that there is a lack of clarity and re....ort that defines ~ facilitv desinn suffirient 10 sunnnr1 

agreemenl regarding the expected level of design detail in the COLA thp eV;lllll~tion nf AnvironmRntal imnacls of the nolentia 
ER. particularly in the case of an ESP using the PPE approach. facility's construction and operation al the proposed 
II is recognized that C.1I1.3 can not be Updated until the Part 52 rule is site. In some cases the findings on impacts are 
finalized. However, II Is nol clear if the rUlemaking will address the conditional in the ESP FEIS in which confirmatory or 
required level of design detail in the COLA ER. C.III.J should be revise supplemental information would be expected at COL. 
lo include guidance on the expected level of design detail in the COLA Such needs deferred to COL are Identified in the 
ER. FEIS. 
It is also noted that while this issue of design detail has been discussed The COLA ER following the proposed 10 CFR 
with the Staff primarily in the context of a COLA referencing an ESP, !hi 51.S0(c) requirements would .... demonstrate that that 
issue likely applies more broadly to non-ESP COLAs. for example, the design of the facility falls within the site 
even in the case where no ESP was referenced. the level of design characteristics and design parameters specified in the 
detail to satisfy all aspecls of NUREG-1155 may not be available at the early site permit." Whether a PPE or specific reactor 
time of COLA submittal due to limitations in the amount of design" design was used for the ESP the postulated design 
engineering and equipment procurement parameters used to evaluate environmental impacts 
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COMMENT� DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO.� NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.3.2� C.1I1.3 specification work completed. While NUREG-1155 has been updated t 4 would be specified in the ESP ER. In the case of a 

~ 

, 
(continued)� (Applies to reference Part 52 provisions. it generally does not recognize nor accoun PPE approach the PPE Drovides a surrogate design 

C.II.3 also)� for differences between Part 50 and Part 52 in the approach to COL representing the bounding values for a collection of 
application preparation, decision to procure and construct, timing of suc! designs considered. The subject demonstration should 
decisions, and the wlde variance in what engineering detail may be consist of confirming that the PPE (or specific design) 
available at various stages of this process. Overall, even with no ESP, postulated parameters bound the selected design's 
COL applicant may not have the level of detail expected by NUREG- actual characteristics. In general additional design 
1155. Therefore. the issue regarding expected level of design detail in detail should not be required in the COLA ER where 
COLA ER impacts guidance provided in Section C.II.3 as well. ESP finality applies to support this demonstration. The 

exceptions would be in those instances in which 
confIrmatory or supplemental information woutd 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 
J:lrovided (or referenced) in C.II.3, as well. 

C.IIl.3.3� C.II!.3 C.lV.2.2 addresses thQ ruferencing of a design certification rule; 1 4 C.II.3 should be revised to include: 
(Applies to however. neither C.IV.2 nor C.II.3 provides guidance on the referencing 1. The COLA ER may reference the NRC's ESP EIS. 
C.II.3 also)� of and use of the ESP ER andlor FEIS. For that maher, it is recognized That is the COLA ER may "cite" the ESP EIS 

that nelther the current nor proposed Part 52 provides requirements conclusions and findinas as iii basis for its statements. 
specifically address the incorporation or treatment otherwise of the ESP The EIS need not be incorwrated unless for reasons 
ER and/or FE IS. of clarity and context that is considered necessary. In 
For the COLA referencing an ESP. the associated COLA ER must eneral niven the concent of tierinn it would seem aha 

provide the information required by 10 CFR 51.50(c)(1). This indudes such a need would be infreguent 
(1) a demonstration that facility design falls within the site characteristi~ 2. The COLA ER need not contain reneat informatio 
and design parameters established in the ESP. (2) issues deferred from from the ESP ER. 
the ESP. and (3) new and significant information. To the extent 3. The COLA ER referencing an ESP must indude 
necessary. the COLA ER would reference. that is. cite the ESP ER information that is required to satisfy the 3 items of 
andlor EIS. as needed, as a basis for COLA ER statements. The ESP 51.50 ell1\. However no reDeatina or incorooration 0 

ER andlor EIS is not required to be incorporated either by reference or the ESP ER (or EISl is required (unless for reasons of 
by full integration unless helpful to understand conte)(f or support clarity. claritv or context) this would be helpful. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.3.3 C.l11.3 C.III.3 should be darified to address the administrative and licensing 1 4 4. The COLA ER referencin 0 o rna lOCO orale 
(continued) (Applies to treatment of the ESP ER and EIS in the COLA ER. b reference the 0 o slaoe f'A. H ,vAr this annaa 

C.II.3 also) Given that C.l1.3 address COLA ER format. it Is recommended that to be an inconsistent use of this method in that there is 
C.IL3 be referenced to C.III.3 in regard 10 the appropriate administrative no analogous provision for incorporating (by reference 
trealment of the ESP ERiEIS in the COLA ER. Of otherwisel for the ESP's EIS. A review of current 

and DrODOsed Part 51 revealed n" nthF!r ~nnlir;ltions 0 
IBR pertaining to applications for licenses. Absent 
clarification or changes in proposed Part 51.50 the 

COLA ER willlBR the DCD's EA. 

Given this subject applies 10 ER format. guidance on 
this subject should be provided (or referenced) as well 
in Section C.II.3. 

C,1I1.4.1 CJ11.4.2� C.IIL4.2, first paragraph,last sentence stales "The NRC staff 3 :3 Revise the last sentence of the first paragraph to state. 
recommends that the appJicant include Ihis information in Chapter 1 of -The NRC staff recommends that the applicant include 
the COL application: The last senlence of the second paragraph slates this information In Chapter 1 or the FSAR portion of the 
~For items that are addressed. the COL applicant should provide cross- COL application: 
references to where each item is addressed in Chapter 1 of the COL Revise the last sentence of the second paragraph to 
application.· These references should be to Chapter 1 of the FSAR state "For items that are addressed, the COL applicant 
portion of the COL application.� should provide cross-references to where each item is 

addressed in Chapter 1 of the FSAR portion 01 Ihe 
COL application.~ 

C.l1I4.2 C.lII.4,2� Section C.1I1.4.2, lasl paragraph, last sentence states "The staff intends 1 1 Add the following sentence at the end ot the last 
to review the FSER list of COL action items during its review of each paragraph: "In accordance with Section 111.0 of the 
COL applicalion and may request additional Information from the COL applicable design certification rule, If there Is a connict 
applicant to address issues described by the listed action items that lhe between the generic DCD and the corresponding 
COL application did not adequately address." The lasl paragraph of this FSER for the certified design, then the generic OeD 
section should also refer to Section 111.0 of the pertinent design controls." 
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 OeD controls." 

C.III.5.1� C.l11.5.1.1, The last bullet states Mdesigning the communications path to be 1 1 These sections should be revised 10 remove ttlis 
lIem 15 broadcast only from the protection system to the control system". There statement. 
C.l.7.B~2Item is no precedent or regulatory basis for this approach. This comment 
3\ also aDolies to Section C.1.7, C.I.7.B~2, Item (3), 

C.1I1.5.2 C.lII.5.1� Paragraph 3 of this seclion states: ·compliance with CAe, including 3 4 Please either elaborate on or eliminate this sentence. 
lhose intended to be verified.early in the construction process, can be 
the subject of a hearing just prior to operation. This is another rBason 
for Ihe COL applicant to submit, early in its application, the delailed 
design information... " It is not clear how submitting this information 
early in the process will impact the likelihood of a hearing. 
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C.1I1.6.1 C.1I1.6.1 COL Applications Referencing a Design Certification Application Under 3 

Review, page CIII.6·2. first paragraph, third sentence 
To clarify which applicant (DC or COL) is referred to in Ihis sentence; 
recommend thai "design certifICation" be added in front of "applicant" 

C.1I1.6.2 C.lII.6.2.1 Early Site Permit, second paragraph, third sentence 3 

This sentence should be'revised 10 also providslhe same guidance with 
resped to applicable Tapical Reports, the En~ronmenlal Report, and 
the Site Redress Plan 

C.1I1.6.3 C.l11.62.2 Since 10 CFR 52 has been issued as a final rule. it is recommended 2 
that this sentence be darified. The applicant's need this guidance as· 
soon as possible. The COLA ERs are being wrilten now 

C.III.7.1 C.1I1.7 Sentence 2 of paragraph 3 states that COLAs umusr include physical 3 
security ITAAC, in the same way that COLAs -musr include EP ITAAC. 
However, EP ITAAC are unique in the way they are called out in the 
reQulation as r~uired. 

C.1I1.72 CIIL7.2 Clarify first paragraph for consistency with 3d paragraph in this section 3 

C.1I1.73 C.1I1.7.5 Clarification 3 

C.III.7.4 C.II!.7.3 C.1I1.7.3 states "The complete set of COl-fTAAC will be incorporated 1 
CII!.7.4 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 EP
ITMC. except those provided in the referenced certified design, via the 
license amendment process ap~licable to Part 52.NC.III.7.4 makes a 
similar statement for SP-ITAAC. 
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4 This sentence refers to the "applicant" updating 
documents associated with the design certification 
applications. 

4 This sentence indicates that the COL application 
should reference and include a specific revision of the 
SSAR lhat is currently under review by the NRC. 

3 Environmental Report, second senlence. This senleno 
refers to additional guidance being provided when the 
finat Part 52 rule is issued. The provisions of 10 CFR 
52.i30(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 i 
nol consistent with the rest of the DG-1145 which is 
based on the proposed rule 

J Modify sentence to be consistent with new Appendix 
C.II.2.C and Appendi~ I response C.IIL7-2 

4 Modify the second sentence as follows: -ITAAC shoul< 
be developed for the site-specit;c systems which are 
designed to meet,the sicmificanl interface renuirements 
of the stimdard certified desian: 

4 Under the heading NTerminology," modify the 3d 
paragraph as follows: Compliance with that license 
condition renders the ITMC Inactive for that licensee 
.... However•... they will not be removed from the 
design certification rule follOWing completion buy a CO 
applicant and remain applicable to all future COLAs 
referencino that OeD. 

1 Per 52.98(f), licensees may seek to modify, ado or 
delete an ITAAC via the license amendment process. 
Accordingly. the identified statements in C.III.7.3&4 
should be modified as follows: -As such, a COL holder 
may request a change In one or more of the (ITAAC] , 
el<Gsp' ''''968 pre' ided iR ''''8 refer8RS8d 6er:tified 
~. via the license amendment process ~ 

l&--Parl-62ln accordance with Sections 52.63(b){1) and 
52.98(t)." 
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NO. NRC 10 NO COMMENT 
C.lV.l.1 C.lV.I This se<::tion is entitled "Acceptance Review Checklist: but needs 1 4 Revise as indicated 

General clarification as to its srope and intent 

The Introductory section includes the following passage: "The staffs (sic 
inlent in using these checklists is to ensure that the application 

. submitted for review is complete. The acceptance review locuses 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 nol been addressed. Upon docketing, the staff will perform a 
reviewal the application 10 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 10 make a reasonable 
assurance finding. Therefore. the staff assumes that completing its 
review oJ the application may necessitate requesls for additional 
information.

C.IV,I.I C.IV.I This is a useful clarification in response to prior comments on eanier 1 4 see above 
(continued) General drafts oJ the checklist (Le .• 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, ~ubmiltal 

of information that might previously have been the subject of post-
acceptance RAls). 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 checklisl: I.e., the criteria in 
this checklist represent a necessary. but not sufficient. set of criteria for 
aceep'an~e of the application. 

If this is accurate. then the Staff should so darity; further, the Staff is 
urged to clarify what is required in order for an application to be 
accepted. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION� PRIORtlY RECOMMENDED WORDING~	 ~ 
NO NRC 10 NO.� COMMENT 
C.IV.2.1� C.lV.2.2 C.IV.2.2 states: •... The COL applicant must include the generic DCD in 2 1 C.IV.2.2 should be revised. consistent with OCR 

the application. Induded in the application means that the actual IV.A.2a, IV.A.3, and 52.79(b) 10 indicate that the 
document is provided with the application,- generic OeD may be included in the plant specific DCE 

by using the incorporation by reference approach. The 
The OCR (e.9.. App. 0 in §tV.A.2a and 3) are read to understand that recommended wording is as follows: -The planl
the application must include the plant specific oCD. However, Section specific design control document (OeD), as defined in 
IV.B states: -An applicant or licensee referencing this appendix, in the design certification rules which are set forth in Q£B 
accordance with Section IV of this appendiX, shan incorporate by Ite tAe 8f3f3BRdiee6 'e 1g G~R PaR til. is a 
reference ("ISR") and comply with the requirements of this appendix, combination of the generic oeD and the plant specific 
including Tier 1. Tier 2." This is unders100d to mean that the plant departures and exemptions from the generic OeD. The 
specific OeD may "include" the generic OeD by the IBR method. COL applicant must include Ihe generic OCD in the 
Further, the aJrrent §52.79(b) explidtly states: "The final safety analysis application. However. per 652.79(b) Ihe gloede 
report and other required information may incorporale by reference the OCD may be included in the plant specific OeD 
final safety analysis report for a certified standard design: Thus, IBR is using Incorporation by reference. IAGhHtad iR tl::le 
dearly allowed in the subject regulations. If this is an accurate 
understanding. the Staff shOUld clarify this in C.IV.2. itl::l ll::le afflisatiaR. To facilitale staff review. the 

actual generic DCO (comolete and current to the 
revision referenced In the COL application] should 
be physically Included in the application package. 

1='9r G9rtaiR QCR6.1n accordance with the OCR 
IV.A.2.A, the COL applicant must include the planl· 
specific DCD in its application ...... 

C.IV.2.2 C.lV.2.2� As noted in Comment #C.lV.2.1. the regulations (specifically Ihe OCR, 2 1 The Staff (licensing and IT) is requested to consider 
IV.A.2.a and D) are understood 10 mean that the generic OeD Is not and take necessary actions 10 establish a checked,� 
required by regUlation to be physically included in the application. fUlly complete and current electronic forms of generic� 
However, it is fully recognized thai the Staff and public must have DCDs, ESP., etc. in ADAMS. C.IV.2.2 should be� 
convenient access to the current and complete generic OeD that is revised accordingly.� 
referenced in the COL application.� 
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NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.IV.2.2 C.lV.2.2 The COL application will clearly identify the version of the generic oCD 2 1 see above 
{continued} 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 currenfly beton 
the. Staff at the time of the COL application submiUal. Given current 
electronic media capabilities, it is reasonable .that a complete, current 
and checked version of the reference OeD could be available through 
ADAMS. In this manner, the generic OCD 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 OCD with the application. While physically including 
the generic OCD with the application is C8rtalniy feasible, this seems to 
!Je a fully unnecessary step and adds unwarranted complexity to the 
already sizeable electronic submittal of the COL application itself. 

C.IV.2.3 C.lV.2.2 C.IV.2.2 discusses the referencing of a design certification rule; 1 4 It is the industry's understanding that the Staff intends 
however, C.lV.2 (in general) provides no guidance on the expected to address this shortcoming in Part 52 via the 
format and treatment for referencing an ESP. In addition, it is noted tha upcoming rulemaking. It is expected that C.IV.2 wit! be 
Part 52 (current or proposed) does not specifically address the revised to be consistent with the final rulemaking. 
incorporation method for the ESP application information. The propose 
10 CFR 52.79(b) provides that COLA's referencin9 an ESP need not In general, the ESP's SSAR is analogous to the FSAR 
repeat information and analyses submitted to the Commission in material in the OCO Tier 2 material. It is suggested 
~nnecUon with the ESP. However, in Part 52, there is no analog to the that 52.79(b) and C.IV.2 offer explicit provision for the 
OCR appendix, which provides specific requirements regarding the ESP SSAR to be incorporated by reference into the 
incorporation of the generic DeD. Moreover, as noted in recent DG COLA FSAR. 
1145 workshops; the some Siaff expressed the expectation that the ES 
material should be Included in the application package. While the like emergency planning (addressed by the current 
industry agrees, there Is no requirement or guidance on this topic. 52.79(d), spedal 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 ERIEIS 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 DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.IV.2.4 CW.2.2� As discussed in a separate comment on C.IV.2.2. the industry interprets 1 4 It is understood that the Staff is considering rule 

Part 52 and peR to allow incorporation by reference and consider changes to address OeD incorporation requirements. 
slalemenls accompanying the AP 1000 rulemaking (SECY-OS-0227) to 
be inconsislenl with DCR IV.A.2a. IV.A.3. and 52.79(b). Since SECY-O! The Staff is strongly encouraged to preserve the 
0227. there has been confusion regarding Staff interpretations of these historically proven method of incorporation by 
Part 52 regulations and allowable methods for administratively handling reference. Secondly, given industry concerns that full 
the reference OCD in the COLA. With the publishing of C.IV.2.2. the integration may, in facl, creale conditions for a less 
Staff indicaled a preference for full integration 0' the generic OeD as an efficient review. the Staff is asked to review it 
effective mea'ns to facilitate stall review. It is recognized that full preference for full integration. Lastly. the industry ha$ 
integralion may we" be appropriate and beneficial in cases for which sought derinitiv8 guidance on this topic since SECY-oS 
contextual darity would be preserved for the reviewer. However, thi~ 0227. The Staff is encouraged to work expeditiousty 
circumstance is considered to be rare. resolution that will result in clear guidance, consistent 

with the ~egulaljons. The industry stands re~dy to 
Fun integration will demand that the applicant and Siaff lake steps to assisl in any way that may be needed. 
oonfirm (or even reconfirm) that the generic OeD is faithfUlly reproduced 
In (he COLA FSAR. For those DeDs SUbject to revisions (which to In addition, related to this topic, see a separate 
varying degrees could apply to EPR. ESBWR. and AP1000 designs). lh comment (C.lV.2.2) regarding the suggestion that the 

Staff establish electronic files of DCDs and ESPs that 
may be referenced in COLAs. 

C.IV.2.5� C.IV.2.2 C.IV.2.2, in the 2nd paragraph. states: ~For certain DCRs, the COL 2 1 C.lV.2.2. 2nd paragraph. should be revised as tallows: 
applicant must include the plant~specific OeD in its applicalion. This ·~er s8naiR QCRs In accordance with the OCR 
means thai the COL applicant should include a copy 0' the generic DCD IV.A.2.a. the COl applicant must include the plant~ 

(updated to include all revision pages).. : This language implies that the specific DCD in its application.· 
DCRs differ in requirements on this point. 

Each OCR rv.A for the four current design certification appendices 
contain the same language in IV.A.2.a. namely. that a plant-specific 
OCD must be included in Ihe 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 OCRs. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IONO. COMMENT 
C.IV.2.6 C.IV.2.2 C.lV.2.2, 3rd paragraph slates: ~If a Cql applicant does integrale the 2 4 C.IV.2.2 shoukl be revised as follows: 'Regardless of 

generic oeD into the FSAR submitted with the COL application. the the incorporation approach selected for reflecting 
applicant is strongly encouraged to clearly distinguish information the generic OeD In the COLA FSAR~ 

extracted from the generic DCD from the plant-specific departures and epllli88Rt dees iAlegF8te the IIBRBFis QCQ iRte tl:le 
exemptions to the OeD thai the NRC will review in the COL application. FS"R &~9FRitt9E1 ith the. SOb 8pplisalieF\ the 

applicant is strongly encouraged to clear1y distinguish 
Information provided in the COLA FSAR, as noted by the Staff, may information extracted from the generic OeD from the 
originate in the referenced oCD. While not noted, information in FSAR plant-specific depar1ures and exemptions to the OCD 
Chapter 2 may originale as well from a referenced ESP. In addition, that the NRC will review in the COL application: 
~new COLA information" may be presented for a variety of reasons (to 
addrass COL information ilems. replacement of conceptual design 
information, identify departures, et. al.). Thus, the need and importance 
of dear1y identifying and distinguishing the source and purpose of 
information in the COLA FSAR is important regardless of whether the 
referenced OeD 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.lV.2.7 C.lV2.3.3 A COL application will comprise several 5ubmiUais for a variety 01 2 4 For the purpose of reviSions, please clarify thai onty th 
reasons (some documents comprising the application will be safeguard, complete set of files associated with a document (e.g. 
some proprietary, etc.). Each submittal would contain a cover letter an FSAR) need 10 be submitted upon revision of a 
identifying the documents and files induded and their relationship to the portion of that document 
COL application. Eadl subminal may also contain multiple documents 
and multiple COROMs. During the course of the review, there will likely 
be revisions of several of the documents which comprise the application 
Clarification is needed 8S to the staN's definition of "document" For 
example, a document could be allihe files submitted with a single cover 
letter, it could be all files contained on a s;ngle COROM, or it could be 81 
files comprising a stand-alone previously-paper document like an FSAR 
or an Environmental Report. 

C.IV.28 C.IV.2.3.3 "Each page should include a change indicator (e.g., a bold vertical line 2 4 Clarify that alternative means of identifying changes 
at lhe margin adjacent to the portion thai hits been changed) and a psg may be acceptable when necessary for pictures and 
change identification induding either the date of change, revision, or drawings. 
both." The application will contain pictures and drawings for which the 
use o(vertical line revision bars may not be practical. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.lV.3.1 C.IV.3.3.2 Industry Comment IV.3-4 sought confirmation that the replacement of 2 4 Per the Staff response to Comment IV.3-5. it is 

conceplual design information did not oonstitute a departure (under the presumed that this will be clarified in Section 
provisions of Design Cart. Rule VIII.B). The Staff response concurred C.IV.3.3.2. The faltowing new COLA information 
but onered no change to OG·1145. Section C.IV.3.3.2 should be should not be considered departures under OCR VIIl.B 
darirled to list those elements of "new COlA in'ormation~ that do not (1) information added to address COL informaUon 
constitute a departure from the certified design. The following are items (DCD or ESP generated); (2) replacement of 
considered not to oonstitule a departure: (1) information added to oonceptual design information; (3) application specific 
address COL infonmation items (DCD or ESP generaled): (2) information. 
replacement of conceptual design information; (3) application specific For consistency, the Staff should consider providing 
information. appropriate cross-references to this guidance in 

C.III.1.5. C.lII.1.6. C.1II2.5. C.lII.2.6. 

C.IV.3.2� C.IV.3.3 If a departure only affects the bases and not the technical specifications 2 1 After the sentence which states: "The TS referred to in 
themselves. the departure should be evaluated under lt1e 50.59-like 8.S.a of this paragraph are the TS in Section 16.1 of 
change process (similar to the process for licensed plants. in which the generic OeD, including bases, for departures made 
changes to the bases are evaluated under 10 CFR 50.59) prior to issuance of the COL. Aner issuance of the 

COL. the plant·spedfic TS are controlling under 
paragraph 8.5:. add the following sentence: 
If the departure only affects the bases and not the TS 
themselves. the departure should be evaluated in 
accordance wlth the criteria in Section VIII.B.5.b 0' the 
design certification rules. 

,C.IV.3.3 C.IV.3.3� When Seclion VIIl.B.5 ot the design certification rules was developed. it 1 A paragraph should be added to this section which 
was recognized that the SO.59-1ike change process was not appropriate states as follows: 
for PRA.-informalion. Therefors. While the NRC needs to be informed of Chapter 19 of the FSAR will prov;de qualitatiVe 
changes in the PRA information in Chapter 19 through periodic FSAR information related to the probabilistic risk assessment 
updates, such changes are not subject to the change process in Seelion (PRA), and a separate PRA report will be provided with 
VIIl.B.S and do not require NRC approval. the application that contain quantitativt! information. 

PRA informalion in Chapter 19 will be subject to the 
requirements related to periodic FSAR updates. 
However. PRA information in Chapter 19 is not subjed 
to the 50.59-like change process in Sedion VIII.B.S of 
lhe design certification rules. 
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~ DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO COMMENT 
C.IV.3.4 C.IV.3.3 Clarification should be added to DG·1145 to avoid any misconception 2 4 After the sentence which stales: "Although the generic 

that the NRC can change the generic TS based upon the existence of IS were reviewed by the NRC staff to facilitate the 
operating experience alone, without complying with Section VIII.C.3 of design. certificalion review. the Commission intends to 
the de~gn certificatIon rules. consider the lessons learned from subsequent 

operating experience dUling 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.3.5 C.lV.3.' C.IV.3.1. second paragraph states 'When a COL is issued in this 2 3 Delete the rererenc:e to 10 CFR 52.63 in the bullated 
scenario. the 10 CFR Parts 2, 50, and 52 change processes apply to thE 
entire FSAR. These include, but are not limited to:Mand includes within 
the listing ·10 CFR 52.63 Finality of standard design certifications.M It is 

list in the referenced paragraph. 

not reatly dear how or why the change processes in 52.63 would apply 
to a custom desian. 

CIV.3.6 C.IV3.1 Section C.lV.3.1, second paragraph stales "When a COL is issued in 3 4 Add a bullet(s) referencing lhe applicability of 10 CFR 
this scenario, the change processes established in 10 CFR Parts 2. 50, 50.90-92 to the change process. 
and 52 apply 10 Ihe enlire final safely analysis report (FSAR). These 
include. but are not limited to. the following regulations:MThe list does 
not include 50.90-92 which is a major change process applicable for 
makina chanoes to an 8ooroved Issued COL. 

CIV.3.7 C.lV.3.3.2 C.lV.3.3.2 indicates that departures ffOm OeD Tier 2 information may 
occur in five ways. All five of the listed items specifically refer to 

3 2 Replace MAppendix AM with Mthe applicable design 
certification rule appendixMin this section. 

MAppendix AM wryich 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 conlinues in much of the text of this section. 

C.IV.3.B C.lV.3.3.2 C.IV.3.3.2, second paragraph indicates that departures from OeD Tier 2 2 4 Clarify the process for an applicant 10 request NRC 
information may occur in five ways. Item (4) of the list indicates "The approval for proposed departures that do not meet the 
licensee may request NRC approval for proposed departures that do no requirements in the applicable design certification rule 
meet the reqUirements in Appendi>c A to Part 52, paragraph VIII.8.S (71 appendiX to Part 52. paragraph VIILB.5. as provided In 
FR 12914). as provided in paragraph VIIl.B.S.d." Additionally.8.S.e paragraph VIII.B.5.d. 
indicates that Ma departure from Tier 2 information that is made under 
paragraph 8.5 of this section does not require an exemption from this 
appendix.M However. 8.5.a begins with Man 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 8.5 for 8 departure from Tier 
2 information that requires NRC approval? Is this simply a request to 
depart Without having to request an exemption? 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WOROING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.lV.3.9 C.lV.3.3.2 C.IV.3.3.2, second, paragraph indicates that departures from oeD Tier 2 2 4 Clarify the process for an applicant 10 request NRC 

information may oecur in five ways. Item (5) of the list indicates "The approval for a departure from Tier 2- information under 
licensee may request NRC approval for a departure from Tier 2" the applicable design certification rule appendix to Part 
information under Appendix A to Part 52. paragraph VIII.B.6 (71 FR 52. paragraph VIlI.B.5. 
12914)," a.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 Ihis appendix." However. B.6.a begins with "an 
applicant. ... It is etear from a.6.b lhat a licensee would request a 
license amendment What process does an applicant use under B.6 for 
a departure from Tier 2- information lhat requires NRC approval? Is thi~ 

simply a request to depart without having to request an exemption? 

C.IV.3.10 C.lV.3.3.2 C.IV.3.3.2 provides a confusing mixture o~ information related 10 the 3 3 Clarify by referring to "the applicable design 
ABWR (references 10 part 52, Appendix A) and the AP1000 (Iocalions 0 certification rule appendix to Part 52~ as applicable. 
severe accident Information). This guidance information should be 
Iprovided on a more oeneric basis. 

C.IV.3.11 C.IV.3.3.3 C.lV.3.3.3 ~iscusses the change processes for operational requirement~ 3 4 Delete the word "proposed~ from the portions of 
as though the Section VIII processes are still "proposed." These are in C.lV.3.3.3 that reference issued rule requirements. 
the phrases "with its own change process in proposed paragraph VIII.C, 
then "Tho key 10 using" the chango processes proposed in Section .VIII; 
and finally -Generic changes made under proposed paragraph 
VIII.C.l ... : The word -proposed" should be removed irom each of thas 

hrases. 
C.IV.3.12 C.lV3.3.3 C.IV.3.3.3, second paragraph discusses the change processes for 2 4 Provide clarification and additional guidance for 

operational requirements and indicates '"The determination of whether applicants to meet this portion of the guidanc!. 
the generic T5 and other operational requirements were complelely 
reviewed and approved in the design certification rulemaking is based 
upon the extent to which an NRC safety conclusion in the FSER is bein~ 

modified or changed: However. Ihe 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? I 

C.IV.3.13 C.IV.3.3.3 C.lV.3.3.3 states "If it cannot be determined that the T5 Or operational 2 4 
requirement was comprehensively reviewed and finalized in the design 
certification rulema~in9, then there is no backlit restriction under 10 CFF 
50.109.. : However, the level of review 10 be considered 
"comprehensive" is not identified. All TS items were reviewed but many 
simply state that they are consistent with the improved Siandard 
Tethnical Specifications and are acceptable. Is this considered a 
"comorehensive" review? 
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NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.N.3.14 C.lV.3.3.3 C-lV.3.3.3, third paragraph stales ·Some generic TS and investment 1 1 Provide cJarification on the means by which an 

prolection short-term availability controls contain values in brackels [ ). applicant can provide sufficient information in order to 
The brackets are placeholders indicating that the NRC's review is not meet NRC review requirements. 
complete, and represent a requiremenllhat the applicant for a combine 
license refefencing the AP1000 OCR 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 informalion in the 
brackets to be replaced with plant specific information. However. some 
certified design DCDs contain no such COL Information lIem for the 
short·term availability controls. The COL Information Item is generally t 
provide a procedure. Further, there Is no compelling reason to replace 
the bracketed generic information in the short-term availability controls. 

CIV.3.14 C.IV.3.33 The required procedure can be written with the plant specific information 1 1 see above 
(continued) without any change to the shorHerm availability controls section 

containing the bracketed material. Additionally. leaving the bracketed 
malerial would remove the need 10 revise the FSAR Section each time 
there was a minor plant specific change to the material such as position 
tiUes. Would it be acceptable to leave the bracketed material In the 
short tenn availability controls section of the DCD as brac1c.eted generic 
infonnation? 

CN.3.1S C.lV.3.3.3 C.IV.3.3.3. last paragraph (and tho DC rulo, VIII.C.6) indicatos thai "tho 
generic T8 will have no further effect on the plant-specific T5 aher the 
issuance of a license that references this appendix.M However, there Is 

2 4 Provide darificatlon that Mother operational 
requirementsMare included within the·context of the 
referenced paragraph. 

no such slatement with regard to the "other operational r8quirem8nts.~ 

Additionally, VlII.C.4 does nol identify how a licensee can change the 
·other operational requirements," as it addresses only Mapplicants." Is 
Ihe licensee bound to the exemption process in VIII.C.4 for changes tha 
affect Yother operational requIrements" as described in the OeD for the 
life of the plant? If so. how does the licensee determine the full scope a 
the MOlher operational requiremenls U ? It would seem that once a COL is 
issued,.changes .to Mother operational reqUirements· should Qe under th 
50.59 process. 

CN.4.1 C.IV.4.2 Table has 3 columns, does nol match Table 13.4.x. 3 3 In lhe example shown in C.IV. make the lable heading 
exacUy as they are in 13.4 Add the 1sl and 3rd 
columns ("Item" and MSource/Required By") 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
CIV.4.2 C.IV.4.3 Section C.IV.4.3 of OG·1145 discusses implementation of Operational 3 4 These ·examples" should be clarified to ensure that 

Programs. Two examples are discussed with respecl to delineating licensees can understand the exact purpose of the 
license conditions. one involving Fire Protection and another involving examples for Fire Protection and Physical Security 
physical security. It is not clear from the writing of Section C.lV.4.3 license condition write·ups In Section C.lV.4.3. It Is not 
whether lhese are examples of how all implementation license clear why only these two examples were induded 
conditions shoutd be addressed, whether these are exceplions or 
whether these are requirements for how .the license conditions tor the 
two programs discussed must be delineated based on recent regulatory 
changes. This needs to be darlfied. 

C.IV.5.1 C.IV.5.1 Page C.lV.5-2, insert a new second paragraph as follows: 2 4 The existing draft provt~ons do not address the 
"If the applicant is a Federal agency. including a corporate agency and situation where the applicant may be a Federal agency 
instrumentality of the Federal Government, the application should 
contain the following: 
• the agency's enabling legislation 
• the location 01 the agency's headquarters 
• the name and address of the head 01 the agency. including. if 
applicable, that 01 each director and principal officer 01 the agency

C.IV.6.1 C.IV.6.1 Remove the requirement to specifically list in the transmittal letter the 3 4 C.lV.6.1 slales "the applicant should specifically list in 
activities that the applicant is requesting to perform since it is already the transmittal leiter the activities that the applicant is 
specified in 10 CFR 50.10 requesting to perform.~ 10C~R 50.10 lists the allowed 

activities and does not require a specific lis!. Requi~ng 

a specifIc list will just result in each applicant listing 
each item in 50.10. 

C.IV.6.2 C.IV.6.2 If the redress plan is expected to be provided in the ER. format guidanc 1 1 C.IV.6.2 and C.IV.6.3 state ~The requirements of 10 
C.lV.6.3 is needed. SpecificallY,the guidance needs to indicate where in the ER CFR 51.50(c)(4) specify that a site redress plan must 

the SRP is expected to be placed: 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. 

CIV.6.3 C.lV.6.2 Determine a belter model for site redress plans. 2 4 The Midland site stabilization report is a progress 
Suggest one of the ESP's currently under review report on redress activities and is not formatted in the 

manner of an aclion plan. 

C.lV.6.4 C.lV.6.3 Need additional supporting information as to why lWA-2 activities are 3 4 The commitment 10 a single technology Is not the 
not appropriate for inclusion at ESP stage. underlying ressort for NRC nol wanting to allow lWA-2 

activities at ESP stage. 
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C.IV.7.1 C.lV.7.1.2 C.lV.7.1.2 states: 3 4 -. potential valiances from the ESP' 

"Pre-appllcatlon activities that support a COL application referencing an 
early site permit (ESP) should focus on the following toplcs:-. potential 
deviations from the ESP"The leon "deviations" should be 
"variances" as indicated In the response to Comment C.lV.3·3. 

C.IV.7.2 C.IV.7.3� CJV.7.1.3IJsts the following for pre-application discussion topic 2 2 NA 
". analysis needed to support affsile power analysis with RTO' 

What does the staff have In mind here? 

C.IV.7.3� C.IV.7.2 C.lV.7.2 identifies Staff activities. This is inconsistent with the resl of 2 3 Rewrite this section to provide guidance to the 
the DG and with the Intent of the DG. This guidan.ce should be (or the applicant. 
applicant (SRPs provide Staff guidance) to identify what the NRC 
needslwanls 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 

channe" to the OG. 
C.IV.7.4� C.IV.7.2 C.lV.7.2Iists pre·application activities that support the 2 5 NIA 

environmental review. The NRC recently indicated (during a pre· 
application meeting with Southern re VogUe ESP application) the 
potential lor 8 -five·slep environmental review." The context. timing, anc 
scope of this five·slep process needs to be clarified. NRC clarification 

."......
C.IV.B.l� C.lV.B C,IV.S is apparently missing section number and title: C.IV.8.1 "Generic 3 4 Insert appropriate seclion number and title. 

Issues" 
C.IV.B.2� C.IV.8 The cited proposed regulation limits review of generic issues to those 2 4 C.IV.8 should be clarified regarding the use of NUREG 

that are resolved and applicable to design. C.lV8's guidance regarding 0933, App. B. The following language in C.lV.8 is 
the use 01 App. B. NUREG-0933 is nol clear. The vast majority of issues recommended: 
listed in the (;urrent App.. B are coded .. ,.. or "Note 3(a)". These notes an 
understood to mean that the issues have acceptable technical "In general, ror a COLA referendng a certified design, 
resolutions and that those resolutions have been incorporated Into the COL applicant should address those generic issues 
regUlations or other regulatory guidance. Such issues, so coded, do not listed in App. 8 (in effect 6 months...) that are 
need to be addressed further under "Generic Issues." technically relevant to the site-specific portions of 

design. In addition, the applicant must address those 
In general, for a COLA referencing a certified design, the COL applicant actions Identifted in the referenced OeD that are 
should address those generic issues listed in App. 8 (in effect 6 assigned to the. applicant and relate to generic Issues.
months...) thaI are technically relevant 10 the site-specific portions of 
design. 'In addition, the applicant must address those actions identified In addition. as noted in the comment. the Staff should 
in the referenced OeD that are assigned 10 the applicant and relate to provide explicit guidance on the use of App. Bin 
generic Issues. determining the scope of generic issues that are 

resolVed and must be addressed for Part 52 
Per the propos8.d regulation, the generic issue review is limited tQ thQse applecations. 
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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C./V.B.2 c.lV.a addressed in other regulations or guidance. -Note 6" applies 10 future 2 4 see above 
(continued) plants but represents recommendations and not requirements. Overall, 

the use of App. B is unclear and the guidance of C.IV.8 does not resolv 
this. The Staff is requested to review App. B and provide explicit 
guidance (in C.IV.8 or other appropriate locations in DG~1145) as to ho 
App. 8's listing is 10 used. particularly for a COL applicant referencing a 
certified design. 

C.IV.B.3 clVa See Comment C.IV.8.2. 2 4 Delete the following in C.lV.8 (or provided clarification 
as the basis for this guidance in that it appea~ 

C.IV.8 indicates thai applicants should address those issues (in App. B. inconsistent with the scope of the cite proposed 
NUREG-0(33) for which there is no entry or -T80" in the future plants regulation): 
effective date. It is not clear thai 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 applicalion. 

C.lV.B.4 C.IV.8.2 The Staff has provided a very helpful (preliminary) review of NRC 3 4 In C.IV.8, include the statement: "A review of these 
generic \ehers and builetins to "determine whether they have been generic communications was perlormed to determine 
superseded by other NRC generic communications." This explanation whether they have been superseded by other NRC 
of the review is found in C.1.1.9.4. Given that the actual review results generic communications. NRC actions, or 
are provided in C.\V.8, this particular explanation of the review should requirements. Those generic communications that 
also be provided in C.IV.S. remain open and that are technically relevanllo the 

COL applicants facility design should be addressed in 

- the application." (consistent with C.I.1.9.4). 

C.IV.B.5 C.IV.B.2 The use of the StaWs review in C.lV.8 of generic leiters and bulletins 2 4 In C.IV.8, indude the statement "NRC generic letters 
(GUB) is not fully clear. Section C.IV.8 defines of the various ~exdusion and bulletins assigned an exclusion code have been 
codes~ applied as ~screening criteriaR in the Staffs review. The screened from further evaluation and need not be 
implication is Ihal any GUS given an exclusion code Is screened out an addressed by the COL applicant." 
need nol be considered further by the COL applicant. C.lV.S should be 
revised to c1arifv the use or this table. 

C.IV.B6 C.IV.B The Staff has provided a very helpful (preliminary) review of NRC 3 3 In C.IV.8, include the statement: 
generic letters and bulletins to Mdetermine whether they have been RA review of these generic communications was 
superseded by other NRC generic communications." perfonned to determine whether they have been 
This explanation of the review is found in C.I.1.9.4. Given that the actua superseded by other NRC generic communicattons. 
review results are provided in C.IV.8. this particular explanation of the NRC actions, or requirements. Those generic 
review should also be provided in C.IV.8 communications that remain open and thaI are 

technically relevant to the COl applicants facility 
design should be addressed in the application.
(consistent with C.I.1.9,4). 

0 
CN.a.7 CN.8 The use of the Staffs review in C.lV.8 of generic letters and bulletins 3 3 In C.IV.8, include the statement: 

(GUS) Is not fully clear. Secllon C.1V.8 defines of the various "exclusion "NRC generic leners and bUlletins assigned an 
codes" applied as ~screening criteria" in the Staffs review. The exclusion code have been screened from further 
implication is thai any GUS given an eJl.dusion code is screened oul an evaluation and need not be addressed by the COL 
need not be considered further by the COL applicant. C.IV.8 should be applicant,
revised to clarifv the use of this table 
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Attachment 1 

Chapter 8. Electric Power 

The AC and DC electric power'system~ J!ffi. !he ~f:)u!~e_ ~fpp~~r. fo~ stl!t!o-"_a.u~iliar.i~s du~ing 1l(l~aL - { Deleted: is'----------' operation, and for the protection system and engineered safety features during abnormal and accident 
conditions. Non-passive designs rely on offsitc AC power. onsitc AC power, and onsile DC power [or safe 
shutdown while passive designs do not depend on either onsite or ollsite AC systems for safe shutdown. 
Passive designs 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 applicablc to either a passive design or non-passive desil'11 reactor (and electrical systems 
important to safely) and ensuring that these systems have adequate redundancy, independence, andteslability 
in confo'rmance with the current criteria established by the U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 

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 designs these eleclrical systems will encompass both safety 
related AC and DC systems. For passive designs that do nol rely on onsile AC power, the onsile Class IE 
DC systems and the associated 100lds will be the only safety relaled clectrical 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 

:Ql~ .!l[f~i!ey'o!V~~ ~..s!e!!l_ i~ !h_e.P!t:.f~I!e_d_s~~r~~ ~~20_w_e! fO! !'!.eJ~'!c!o! .P!~t~c!i91} ~xs!e.!!!. ,!n_d __ ~_-<... - '[>-D_e_l_eted ' T,;.-. 
engineered safety features during abnormal and accident conditions. For non-passive designs, iJ: ~n~lud~s .__ -{ Deleted: I 
two or more physically independent circuits from the transmission network. It encompasses the grid, '-------------~ 
transmission lines (overhead or underground), transmission Ime towers, transformers, switchyard Jr=-:----~-------.... 

. .. -l Deleted: the main generator
components and control systems, sWltchyard ballery systems.. ~I!q ~o_ t:o!t~. . . _ - ~---,-'--~-----~ 

Provide information concerning offsite power lines coming from the transmission network to the plant 
switchyard. For non-passive designs where t,h~ _cir~l!i!s Ir.o.!!!. !h~ !r!1IJs!'li~si0.!l_n~!~o!~ !h~! a!~ ~~siKn!l!e~ !1~ --{ Deleted: T 
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 CFR Part 50). The discussion 
should include the independence between these two offsite power sources to ensure that both elcctrical and 
physical separation exists, in order to minimize the chance of simultaneous failure. 

For non-passive dcsigns, rJi:r!~r:!.n_ '!. @il!!r~ .."!o_d~ ~~<! ~ffe5!s _a.!l!1ly~i~ Q(t~~ ~~i!c.!Jy!!.r~ £f:)~E~n~llt~ !o... _ - _.-{ Deleted: P 
assess the possibility of simultaneous failure ofbolh circuits as a result of single events, such as a breaker not '-- --.-J 

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 bc provided to demonstrate that 
there is adequale capability to supply the maximum connected load during all plant conditions. 
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For non-passive designs, ide.!l!.ity_t~co 'E.quip_n!e_n! !.h~t..'!,,:!s~ ~'E. ~~nO'i~~r~~ in_ t.h~ !!p"epiJip~tio_n _ofp!!~i!.e .' - { Deleted: I 
power supplies, thc acccptance tcsting performed to dcmonstrate 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, 
communicaiion, grounding, and lightning systems), switching capacitors, and offsite power supplies. 

For non-passive designs p,r0Yi,!e)~f~~~~t~0.!l P!110_c~t.i~n_~f_r!g!J!.s:o!-_~ay~,_t':.a!1sITli~si~n_t9\V~r",.. ...- { Deleted: P 
voltage level, and length of each transmission line from the site to the first major substation that connects the '-------------'� 

line to the grid. Ait!!.n.!l~u..a! [e~t.!1~e~ .CJf!.h~~e_~a!1~l!Ji..s~i2'! ~,!e~ ~~o_ul<! 'leAe~~rib~~._~c!JJ~a_lJ.!.r~~ !!1!g!J!. -{ Deleted: A� 

include (but are not limited to) crossovers or proximity ofother lines (to ensure that no single event such as a - - - ·[""D-e-'-et-ed-:S---------:� 
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.� 

For non-passive designs, jndi~a!e)f gc;n5'!.a!~r_b!e..a~'E.r~ ~r5' _~e_d_a.!'..a.~e..a!.l~ ~(p!~vJ<!i!1g i~'!1~c!!~t'E. .. _ -{ Deleted: I 
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 onsitc ac distribution systcm. Ifso, provide sufficient information for the staff to evaluate the generator 
circuit breakers and load break switches. 

Compliance with GDC 5 requires that stnlctures, systems, and components important to safety shall 
not bc shared among nuclear powcr units, unless it can be shown that such sharing will not significantly impair 
their ability to perform theirsafety 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 ofGDC 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. di~cu~s_ t~~ !TI!!?Si!".u.!TI_ ~n_dJ~i!l~lTJu!TI ~~i!c_hYl!r~ 'yC)I!ag~ .!~a! !".!1~t_b~ - ,[ Deleted: 0 
maintained by the transmission system provider/operator (TSPffSO) without any reactive power support lTom '--------------'� 
the nuclear power plan\. In addition for non-passivc designs, dcs~ri~e_t~l.!. [o!'!1,!I.ag~e~I}l~J!t.o,! P~O!~cC)~ . __ ..' __ - .{ Deleted: D� 

bctwecn the nuclear power plant and thc TSPffSO of thc preferred ofrsitc powcr capable of supporting plant '--------------'� 
startup, and to shut down the plant under normal and emergency conditions. .� 

Non-passive designs should include a descrintion o(tl1,e.c,ap,!b.iljty_of !h~ }_S!,_tQ ~J!ahz~ __ . . __ .. -{ Deleted: Describe 

contingencies on the grid involving the largest generation unit outage, critical transmission line outage, '---------------' 
and other contingencies under varying power flows in response to markct conditions and systcm demands. 

Furthermore, non-passive desil.,'lls should iI2~Il!<!e.a_<!e!?qp!i9J! C)~ t!J~ ~J!altsis _t2~I_u~e_d_ by_t~c;. I~Q!~ _' .... { Deleted: I 
determine, in real time, the impact of the loss or unavailability of various Iransmission system elements on the ~-------------' 
condition of the transmission system. In addition, the applicant should provide in formation on the protocols in 
place for the nuclear power plant to remain cognizant of grid vulnerabilities, in order 10 make informed 
decisions regarding maintenance activities that are critical to the plant's electrical system (Maintenance Rule, 
J0 CFR 50.65). 

8.i,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 dcsj!!ns.P!<?.v.jd~,th,? !ISS,!I!1l!t~0.!l~ !,,!d_ '?0.!l~I~~i2'!s .t~!l.t 5!~1!12,!str!'t~~~a~ !h.e :. _.. " - ·{....D_e_l_et_e_d_:_A_I,_o_lo ---' 
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 
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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 systcm.acc_cp~i!!g_t~~ l;Inir~ Ql!tpu.t .a!l~ the .tr.a':lsl1}i~sio~. sy~t~'!1 prov.i~iJ.lg t.h~ p~e.fer~e.9power for _ 
the unit's loads. 

• ... 
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 complctc loss of the transmission systcm connected 
to thc station for passivc 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 detennining the most critical transmission line, consider lines that use a common 
tower to be a single line. This could be the total output of thc station, the largest station on the grid, or 
possibly scvcrallarge stations if these use a common transmission tower, transformer, or breaker in a remote 
switchyard or substation. 

8.3 Onsite Power Sy.~tems 

8.3.1 AC Power Systems 

8.3.1.1 Description 

For non-passive designs c!;sc;ri!?.e_h_o~_ i!l~ep~l!.<!.e.':lc;e_ i~ ~s,,~bli~~e~ _b~~~e~'.! ~h~ _0.!l~i~e _a.!l~ ~[f~i!e 
power systems. Two aspects of independence should be addressed in each case: 

physical independence� 
electrical independence� 

In ascertaining the independence of the onsitc power system with respect to the oITsite 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, lj:>ILo~Jl!.1ta_19~s_0!_o!f~i!e_R.0:v_e!:,.tl:!e_s_afe!x- ~u.s~s_ a!~ ~oJt:ly f~dJ!:o_~ ~h~ .!'~3.!}~b'y __ . 
power systems. Under this situation, describe the design of the feeder-isolation breaker in each ofIsite 
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 IE loads are connected to the Class IE 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 IE bus. To ensure physical separation between the ClasslE equipment and the non-IE 
equipment, including cables and raceways, describe how the recommendalions of Regulatory Guide 1.75 are 
followed. 

Describe the means of identifying the non-I E components, including cables, raceways, and terminal 
equipment. Provide information on the identifying scheme used to distinguish between redundant Class IE 
systems and non-Class IE systems and their associated cables, raceways without the need to consult reference 
material. 

For non-passive designs, t)Je_~QT" !'-RPliE~l!..t _S~l?ul'!. ~I~~ ~e~<;rib~h9~ _t~e_ ~i~s_e~ ge_n~J2l!o!~ ,!r~ ~i~<:.d_ t9 
accommodate the added non-Class IE loads. 

8.3.1.2 Allulysis 

For non-passive designs, w::o_vid_e_a!l~ly~e~!~ <!e_fl!.0_n~l!a.tt:. ~o.l1}pJi!1~c_e_~i!h_Ql?~~! 7.l!l!..d.1.8, ~l!..d.t9 
indicate the extent to which the recommendations of Regulatory Guides 1.6, 1.9, and 1.32 and other 
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appropriate criteria and standards are followed. The discussion should identify all aspects of t~e 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 ODCs. 
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8.3.1.3 Electrical Power System Calclliatitms, and Distriblltion System Studiesfor ACSystems 

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 IE batteries, the COL applicant should demonstrate 
thatlhe design will not result in degradation of the Class IE 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 Class IE equipment and the non-I E equipment, including cables and raceways, describe how the 
recommendations of Regulatory Guide I.75 are followed. 

Describe the means of identi fying the non-l E components, including cables, raceways, and terminal 
equipment. Provide information on the identifying scheme used to distinguish between redundant Class IE 
systems and non-Class IE 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 non
Class IE loads. 

8.3.2.2 Analysis 

The COL appl icant 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 de power system that do not conform 10 Regulatory Guides 1.6, 
and 1.32, and should explain why such deviations are not in conflict with applicable GDCs. 

11.3.2.3 Electrical Power System Calculati'ms, and Distribution System Studies for DC Sy.•tems 

COL applicants that reference a certified design do not need to inClude this infonnation unless 
design changes are made: . 

8.4 Staiion Blackout (SBO) (lilr non-passive tle.~i1!ns) 

8.4.1 Description 

For non-passive designs. the.appU~a!1~ s.hpl,ll,9 _d~~c!i~ ~~~ !h_e _a!t<:rp~t~ .!ill~f!J~ti.ng_clJrr"nl {~~! 
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), pennissive 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. 

For non-passive desi~ns, l"Lis..cEi~"- ~~~ ~I~._~~C: (l~~e! ~()ur<:c;, ~o~~.o~,,-n.ts..l!.r,< P~y"sic.!1~Iy" ~ep~r_a~e~ 
and electrically isolated from offsite power components or equipment, as specified in the separation and 
isolation criteria applicable 10 the unit's licensing basis and the criteria of Appendix B 10 Regulatory Guide 
1.155. 
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For non-passive designs. U:!e!l0fy_I<?~al pCl.~~r_s<?'!.r~e_s_a!1~ ~r~r!s!njss~0.!l.p~~h~ ~h.!!~ ~o_uld_ ~e_lll,!de 
available to resupply power to the plant following a loss of a grid or SSO. 

For non-passive designs. (l,i:s_cripc:. ~h~ P!O_c~qu!~s_a!l~ !r~~n~ng.p.!:Cl.vit!e~IJ<?r_t~c:. plil~t_op~ril~O!s_ (or 
an SSO event of the specified duration and recovery from ~he S!30 event... _ .... . __ .. 

8.4.2 Analysis 

For non-passive designs. '4I.:0_vid_e_a!1_a!1~Iy'~~ '.0_d~f!1P~s.!r.!!~_t~~t!1<? ~i!1gl~:p.9~n! y,!I!1~r~l!i~ty_e~~s~s 
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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Attachment 1� 
NEI Comments on Draft� 

DG~1145 

Rationale for recommended change to C.I.11.2.1 
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 1, 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 retum, can for a 
favorable cost-benefit ratio affect reductions in dose to the population reasonably 
expected to be within SO 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 light
water-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 8, "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. 1 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 waste2 (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 ofthis 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 200 I, 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 staffs 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 1. 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. 11.0.: 

"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 ofdiminishing cost
benefit 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 ofPosition 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 radwasteprocessing. 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-water
cooled 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. 11.0. Therefore, any 
reference to Regulatory Guide 1.110 should be removed from OG-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 OG-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. 1 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 ~nd 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-1145 as it applies to radioactive waste systems, structures, and 
components. 

.1 
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This chapter of the FSAR should describe how state-of-the-art Human Factors 
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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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I!n w::n~r~l~ th,e COL _~ppliC:?l1t (~~E~EJftercalled ,a~elic~nt)~J:.r~.mmarize ~i~ 'h

rnforma~lpd, In such cases,.an ap IIcant . Itf.ier.rsmmJ f"~f!llerLelj)G:e'.eta~ _� 
~mil~&I~'M'F.Z~r.f~~fftatiGi .tf.le (;l i1-, such as in supplemental reports. sufficient ~,
 
to support NRC staff review and determination"o(reason'a-ble' assurance'- Wh-ere results \\� 
are being credited for meeting specific regulatory requirements. more detail may be \'.� 
appropriate in the FSAR. Levels of tJetail and inclusion! that may be suitable for . ~. '.� 
presenting completed HFE elements in an FSAR are identified by examples for each -" _."~ ~'. '.� 
element in subseguent sections of C.1.18 : .... '.� 

; \\ \� 
Submittals For HFE Activities That Have Not Been Completed I, ,~====~!!
 

" , I, 

, " 
, I,Y\ttl1ectirTleti:i~t,ihe'GOCapPii2a'Hbrl is submltte'tFsome'oHhe12· HFE~ elements rria\dj~ 
I 'I •incorriplete.lf'anelerTlent is !ncClmplete cifthe time of the COL application, the FSAR I " 

should describe the objectives and scope oftheapplicant's activities related to the' ~ .. Comment [NEI4]:Thisisa key 
I "dislinction for sUbs~qu.ent :guidance.element, the methodolotwthatwill be used to perform the activities. and theexpecteci I 
1'results ofthe activities. In addition, an "implementation plan" and schedule for 
1� 

completing 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.l� -------------------, 

1 

Applicants are encouraged to submit implementation plans at the earliest opportunity in I ' 
1 

the pre:application phase. An early review by the NRC of an implementation plan gives I
, 

: 

,
I 

' 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 becal!se ,� 
it provides the opportunity to resolve methodological issues and provide input early in ,

I 
' 
,� 

I \the analysis or design process when staff concerns can more easily and more cost , ,� 
effectively be addressed than when the activity is completed. ,, ,,� , :� 

For similar reasons, the applicant is encouraged to submit other documents, such as an 
, ,� 
, I 

HSI style guide, for NRC review and issue resolution before the applicant initiates and 
I I 
I I 

completes the detailed design work. I, 
~ •colriiiiei;t'[NEi6iTn,;;~hYo as""clS 
I of the· conlent of submittals are what the Submittal Interfaces 
II industry seeks to ~ave c}arifiCd 

Comment [NEI7]: This rewrite !TiedThe submittals described in this section should be coordinated with those of other SRP 10 address lhe seeming paradox Ihat the 
.chapters and sections. Important review interfaces are described in NUREG-0800 Ch.18 less complete clements wen:: calling for 

more detail to be provided.rev.1, Sec,18.LC. 

1 Staff review guidance for the technical eontem of HFE programs and activities is givcn by thc applicable 
revisions of NUREG-OSOO rSRP) Chapter III and NUREG-0711. Conllicts of interpretation between 
CI.IS and the applicablc staffrevicw guidance will be govcrncd by tIle latter. 
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r,----- --- .__.·o --··-~--t 

lljFEPr~gram~!!..nag~ment. . . ~ . 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1 Sec.II.A.1; NUREG.0711 rev.2, Sec.2) 

I C.I.18.1 
t 

The purpose of this portion of the 'ap@li~ati~ffi1is 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. 

------------------------------------------------------~--, 

The FSAR description of the HFE Program Plan may consist of the detailed HFE 
. Proqram Plan. or it may consist of a summary that refers to a separately submitted (i.e.� 

detailed) HFE Program Plan. All such descriptions Ii.e. summary or detailed) should� 
address the topics below in response to the applicable review guidance2

_� 

• IGeneral' HFE Progr8m-Goah;-ai1(j"Scope-INUREG~0711re~.2.Sec:2.4.-1) 
• HFE Team and Organization INUREG'-0711 rev.2. Sec.2.4.2i 
• HEp,·pfocess and Procedures INUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.2.4.3) 
• f1F~?'I~:~iJ.~$ Trackil1g (NUREG~0j.~;i::rev.2iSec.2.4.4i 
• m~'g@i9~F'pr9gr~m (NUREG';(j7._W;r.~v.-2 ...Sec.2.4.5) L . .. _ 

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 Revi~w Guidance 

C.1.1B.2� Operating Experience Review� 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev,1, Sec.lI,A.2; NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec,3)� 

Purpose 

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(O(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 reportls) describing sources, methods.� 

: Thc citations below are provided for convcnience and refer to the most recent version of the cited review 
guidance at th!.' tim!.' of C.I. 18 nubl ication_ 
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,c6'riirii'eii@f~ 
'.Review'·· ....� 
. 'matc;ialthat is 'not' cOnSJ C� 

to, hayc bc~ii s\lfflc'icntly.~~
 
.·existing ~taff r~vj~v, .guid~~·· .� 
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implementation, and results of OER. Detailed OER data may.be retained and made 
available for NRC staff audit. All such descriptions (Le. 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 Processj10 CFR 50.34(f)(3)(I)1. 
• 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.3.4.1C4ll 
• Issue Analysis, Tracking, and Review (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.3.4.2) 

Results from interviews at predecessor plants may be summarized in submittals. 
Detailed results may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit. 

Added Review Guidance 

When 'there is more than'one predecessor pla-nt, the iOie of each should be clearly . 
~~'~~~~"_-_'._-~~~"_'~~"~-_~~-_'. _'_ ~.~ 

LWhen the new proposed p'lant'uti"lizes 'new"ted-iiiOiogy,-th'el applicant shOUld obtain and 

~efi!,~d,L~ _~ ~. .'~ ...-. _'~'. ~.=-~ _ _~~._~ _ Comment [NE114]: Directing 
applicants in a licensing submittal to 
specifically attributc problcms to other 
plan!, is unlikely"lo be acceptable to 

pe1>cribe experiencefrpmapplifati()n~,,().Lt.his rl.~~Jefhrl()IQgY,e.v',~n_!f Ii! i~J:@fr()J!lJb~ > industrY, . 

p!:.e9~<:e~s.9r pla'r!tt . '~,ein;lW::'tri~J,~~115j: Tl!isd~s not 
~,~p.r!)';,t~;~~~S~~Tpl~nl~; move to :.' 
'1.8,2,~."!. ''':'' .. ' > ••ITheFSARsh6i-ifcl'iB~htTtYrisk-importa'nfHAs:j"hthe"p'reaecess6'r' piarits and'determlneJr 

they are still risk-i~pbrtant in the applicant's design. For thos~ that are applicabl~..th~ 
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! ,. , 
i.n~.ig!Jt.s should bei~~n!ifi~d relat.ec!tc!' !l.e~~~9 in1~rove'!!E!.I'l!~J!.l_humanp'erformance·.1 ,. , - Comment [NEI16]: This seems 

infeasible because "risk-important" 
human actions may be undefined for 

Where the risk-important HAs for the .new plant are determined to be different from those� predecessor p\ant5. To the extent that 
of the predecessor plant, the OER results should identify any operational experience� RlHAs havc bcen identified by the 

predecessor plant. even ir these arc related to these different risk-important human actions. 
appropriate OER contents for the . 
Applicant, thcy do not belong in the 
Applicant's FSAR. Ifpredccessor 
Rll;iAs do not.exist, thc burden should' 

.n'!t f.U on the Applieanllo identify and 
~b~t.tIl.em for. ,the predecessor plant, 
8~d::the sug.gcstion invites legal, o~stacles. 

1 The citations below arc provided for convcnienee and refer to the most recent vcrsion of the cited review 

guidance at the time ofC.l.ll.< publication. 
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IC.I.18.3,� Functional Requirements4 Analysis and Function Allocation� 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.3: NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.4l� 

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� 
advantage of human'strengths 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� 

CqmiiJ.ent'tN~lg]: Generally. sstati:
provided in referenced reports. Analysis data may be retained and made available for / .ofaffair~ can'~ ti~ vcrificdun!css,cithcr' . 

NRC staff audit. , statc'(i.e••.trueor (alse) Functional" 
.~~i.~me~!s:.(F~) ,afc ~nslyze(ll;'eca~e . 

/ itiis:qifficult~.fo·dcicririihc ·that:a·~t is 
Added Review Guidance I :·sJffici~rit.,6c~:~I~n·c:cOmplcte. since . 

/ ' anot1icr~ic<iuire~e~t.can cnsily:be: adde\d 
, and often is). 0711 should simplY say,If the proposed new plant is using the same functional requirements (FRs) as a thar."'the results of the FR analysts 

predecessor plant, then a description of the methodology is not needed. In this case, the , I should demonslrale that Ihe set or 
safety!runc.tions is sufficienr for safe FSAR should identify the plant(s) whose functional requirements are being used and the ,, 
operatioR, and that- each (uReCion is .

functions themselves provided in the results. , I 'ailequBtely spe<ified by Ihe 
I requlrehlenls," and the FSAR should .. 

simply summarize the lCsults andlQ,esci'!be t~e verification of the functiO(iafre.qufrenientli analysfs: L� ~,' 
submit/rererence the details. That is all 
that is reasonably necessary or possible 
for descriptive analysis of this type, and 
the case is sim,lar for the Analysis of 

The verification of the fu"nction allocation should be described to show that the 
allocations of functions result in a coherent role for plant personnel.l� _ Function Allocation. 

Comment [NEl18]: Th~ similar bul 
not identical words in 4.4(10) or ' 

I C.I.18.4 Task Analysis NUREG'(j7 Ilrev2 an, that "the 
l,!n'ct~iifWl'~qu;re,neri/~Qna(v.r;is and(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.A.4j NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.5) 
·1~~C:t.;f?n 91f~alion'ShO,uldhe. verifled...n 

l)ldndusttYcoireetly.noted the disparity, 

Purpose .'c?t~OriJiDg~tviCCiiC.I.I8lind 0711 at 
» ..' e·words in 011. 

~ j.;~i~'~i!o~., , . 
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant's task analysis . od, ...·.'� 
identifies the specific tasks that are needed for function accomplishment and their� 
information, control, and task-support requirements.� 

Contents� 

The FSAR may state the objectives 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. .·~;~i~~L1J;~

l� ~ ~ ~revle~ gUidance: 

..C:tJS;8ndthattostcad. 
\ \ ': _~:: :~ff.~j~~~'.5:re~ohsibility for 

" )nese'itCms,bCClarificd when NUREG· 
~The term "requirements" as used here and elsewhere in this document. refers to requirements that are \ \ ., cj7.1:~·:~.-·.De~t·re.Jised.\· ' 
established as part of the design process. The term "reqUirements" is '101 used in this conlexl to denole Comment [NEI19]: The means to 
"Regulatory ReqUirements." There are no regulatory requirements in this document, only review guidance. identifY RlIIAs is liRA methodology, nOI 

TA scope; both arc explained' in 0711. 
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The FSAR may summarize the methods used to analyze tasks.includi!!g 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 HSl'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.I.18.5� Staffing and Qualifications 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.5; NlIREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.G) 

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 regulatory requirements.' 

Contents 

This section of the FSAR may describe how the staffinq and qualifications activities 
address the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54 (j) through (m). 

Han exemption from 10 CFR 50.54:(mfis:sough(lhe information related to sUCH 
exemptions as identified in N'UREG::f)8@O~Secj;3~ 1.:2 - 13,1..3 'should be submittect1 __ .. __. _ - "Coin',n!int'[NEI20): '!'he SRP giv~s 

~-the.ap~~pri~~~;yi~.o.f.r)1js s.':IQj~tJ.~d 
),!~lu,~~;thc:!"l!R:E6/qR,68J8,rcfcrCncc ' 

The FSAR may summarize the methods used to analyze staffinq and qualification 
4~l<;t~,dclif~~w.:.';:,5'':';; ',';':: 

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� 
enou.gh detail to see how Ihe melhodolog~ was implemented t~ provide the results) , _ - - ;.S()~T¢~l:[~E~~l~lf~!.\~·t~~~~t~'!.::
 
Detailed results may be referenced. Detailed data may be retained and made available ,~,~.g~~Y,1!l'.~.?:;~~I,~~n~nglcvcl~ ncc~


' \ !·n~xdil.11tY!~9:'_~cc~mniodat~:thangmg .
for NRC sta ff audIt. , .c;o~~~~~,al,ld.e.'\~ri~n·cc.nu;'. slatTing' 

. -levelS!may~be"undes,i"iblelinfeasible . 
\ ·FS.Att·c·~nie·~ls. :Cross-rcfercncc (0 Ch..13Added Review Guidance '. ~or.tO":iri.trOdudorY s~ons may be.an 

\ ..ap'proptl~i.e .~Uer;native apPfoach; 

Deleted: The FSAR should provide 
the final staffing levels for all 
personnel identified in the above 
scope. 
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C.I.18.6� . Human Reliability Analysis 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.6: NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.7) 

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 risk
important HAs and their associated tasks were identified and addressed !2Y..the 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 HSls 
shouldbe Included. 

C.1.18.7� Human-System Interface Design 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1 i Sec.II.A.7; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.B) 

Purpose 

The purpose of this section of the FSAR' is to document that the applicant has performed 
the process by which HSI design reguirements 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 objectives. 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 INUREG-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.8A.3) 
• HSI Concept Design (NUREG-0711 rev,2. Sec.8AA) 
• HSI Detailed Design and Integration (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8A.5) 
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• 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 desiqn I design basis documents 
• Functional requirement (preliminarv 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 1.471� 
• Manual initiation of protective actionsJRegulatory Guide 1.621 
• Instrumentation for light-water-cooled nuclear power plants to assess plarit and� 
environmental conditions during and following an accident {RegUlatory Guide 1.97}� 
• Instrumentation setpointsJRegulatory Guide 1.1 05} 
• HSls fo! the emergency res~Q..nse fa~~~.!~_~. i.e. TSC_~~_OF JNUREG-06961 
• Minimum inventory offixed ~ositi6ri~alarnis.controlsand disr:!layj .~ _.

Added Review Guidance 

Ilpm;ti(Y1~%.m~ffi"ar§cteristics;if@iJr5:iJ@Ellig:@L _ 

. I HSI Change Process;. Describe the process, after the plant is in operation, by which (1) 
HSls are modified and updated,(2) temporary HSI changes are made (such as set point 
modification); and (3) operator defined HSls 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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C.I.18.8 Procedure Development 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.8: NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.9) 

Purpose 

f~~iS .section.oq?~:f~A~ may descr:j~~h0'wV t~e p-roceelures p-rograin address~s the 
[~g~llliill!§.1!jPf:!Clfi~£!..:.!.!J10.CF~:50~·aw@)g~.(!!~1C _. __ II __ •� • -'

The procedure writers' guide that establishes the process for developing procedures ~~.!~~~'kmay be referenced. .summary and .OrigiijOl C.l.8 wording);', In J 

general. it is suggesied that such ciilltions 
. be made onlyonce'perelemcn~ in 8 

The FSAR may summarize the results of the procedure development program. The standard loaition, and only where' they 

actual procedures may be retained and made available for NRC inspection.� .nre unambiguQ~li,~pplicable in a.lcgal. . 
.se~c. ".. ; .~~.; .":·ir~~~( . .:.::",,~':,~" '.: 7':' L,':~:: 

Added Review Guidance 

C.I.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 & 1004.1(2»� 

•� Organization of Training (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec, 10.4.2) 
•� Learning Objectives (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.10.4.3) 
•� Training Program Design (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.1004.4(1)) 
•� Evaluation ofTraining (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.1004.S) 
•� Periodic Retraining Program (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.1004.6) 
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Implementation plans may be contained in referenced reports. Detailed training 
procedures and products may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit. 

Added Review Guidance 

·C.I.18.10� Verification and Validation 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.10j 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 plant safety and other operational goals. . 

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 1 
•� Design Verification (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.11.4.21 
•� Integrated System Validation (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.11.4.31 
•� Human Engineering Discrepancy Resolution (NUREG-0711 rev.2. 

Sed 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 

C.I.18.11� Design Implementation 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.11; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.121 

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 design 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 (NUREG
0711 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.) m~y 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 

C.I.18.12.� Human Performance Monitoring 
LNUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.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 strategy 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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IAdded Review GUidance 

None. 
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-DG-1145 Overview 
""~w;:::,________________,_' nmm=.>h""'*:< ',:,';';8W%%i,:,:,:i,J::,:,MrW 

*:tf.·t:'''~'' r@m.%';Ii:,rnfifF" '>;)?i"~ff~ """" '" 

Purpose 
• Provide guidance to potential applicants on� 

format and content for a combined license� 
(COL) application pursuant to 10 CFR 52� 

• COL referencing neither a certified design 
(CD) nor an early site permit (ESP) 

• COL referencing a CD but not an ESP 
• COL referencing a CD and an ESP 
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DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
....� '"'~;m:::::'*mi~:i¥#V"i"._ffiS\~,'  

,%§~  'c'yWffN•••••• //@.·.d!;.;;;;� _C;";"0illt\;'<f-1t:r"~," 

Background and Developmental Basis 

•� Industry guidance for COL applications (NEI 04-01)� 

•� NEI 04-01 provided guidance for "base case" COL 
application 

• NRC interactions with external stakeholders identified 
several COL application scenarios 

•� Staff recognized the need for more comprehensive 
guidance for COL applicants 
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DG-1145 Overview (cont'd)� 

~~'!*m@wW;r:t.%mj~;('>'??,",:,,'·,- ;;;;~'*l!.c':<Bi:;,;;',','--

;\<:%~  f.'{::::~N~'F  ;'·····,;0t.::::::;@@:~:%;~'!<{1t;i$ffi!<ii:$t,~&'t:t 	 _ 

Development Basis 

•� RG 1.70, "Standard Format and Content of Safety 
Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR 
Edition) 

• Updated SRP revisions (including draft 1996� 
updates)� 

• Draft NEI 04-01 guidance for COL applications 

• NRC design certification and ESP experience 

•� SECY papers and associated SRMs 
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"""~A<i:~;""{,,:::W:~.~<,'"''___........__.... ........ ,::"iii%WWOO!,:,:;Wt:W< ....�:···j';d;m\'\f_,#t~ 

Development Basis (cont'd) 

• Proposed Part 52 rule issued March 13, 2006 (71 
FR 12782) 

• Monthly public workshops (March 2007 �
September 2007) ~ 500 comments� 

• All draft work-in-progress sections publicly 
available via NRC's website by June 30, 2006 

• DG-1145 issued for 45-day public comment� 
period on September 7,2006 (71 FR 52826)� 
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-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
i%W'iillN""� :.::i%%.@~JiM~-t''$ ...t::.....: .. ____________________W_::m::fu-Y·c'i,'S{i,rf$'",@mwm';';i"c'c'.- WMiti%F""",,,%'ill~ ,::::::1::';:~t'~, 

Format and Structure 
•� Part C.I - guidance for a COL applicant that 

references neither a CD nor an ESP (consistent 
with proposed 10 CFR Part 52.79) 

•� Part C.II - additional technical information 
(consistent with proposed 10 CFR Part 52.80) 

•� Part C.III - COL applicants referencing CDs� 
and/or ESPs� 

•� Part C.IV - Miscellaneous Topics 

November 30, 2006 6 
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DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
Format and Structure - Part e.1� 

__.... F.J:'-'·t>&;&';1mm%~i~:%!if·-u  n-----"m>,/':'~  

C.l.I Introduction and General 
Plant Description* 

C.l.2 Site Characteristics 
C.l.3 Design of Structures, 

Systems, Components and 
Equipment 

C.l.4 Reactor 
C.l.5 RCS and Connected Systems 
C.l.6 Engineered Safety Features 
C.l.7 Instrumentation and Control 
C.l.8 Electrical Power 
C.l.9 Auxiliary Systems 
C.l.IO Steam and Power 

Conversion System 

it'··' ~~'t~,,;  '~"n:$.r~'>  =~;,g':",';«i't\W%%§ro~~'W;'d  

C.l.II Radioactive Waste 
Management 

C.l.I2 Radiation Protection 
C.LI3 Conduct of Operations 
C.LI4 Verification Programs 
C.I.15 Transient and Accident 

Analyses 
C.LI6 Technical Specifications 
C.LI7 Quality Assurance and 

Reliability Assurance 
C.LI8 Human Factors Engineering 
C.I.I9 Probabilistic Risk 

Assessment Information and 
Severe Accidents* 

... _ 
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Format and Structure - Part C.II 

C.II.! - Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA)� 

C.II.2 - Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and� 
Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC)� 

C.II.3 - Environmental Report 
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-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
*"y,~.::;,'\~t '~jitt:*r'"*t_, _______________________~~>g,}y'.;-"- "t'::;:v~~;<:*·.·'.·.·.·.·!i:"t%{;;:;,;--

,,';;sg@ .'"''"1!l'"m!'"' _ 

Format and Structure - Part C.III 
C.III.l - Information Needed for a COL Application� 

Referencing a CD (consistent format with C.I)� 

C.III.2 - Information Needed for a COL Application 
Referencing a CD and an ESP (consistent format with C.I) 

C.III.3 - Finality of an EIS Associated with an ESP 

C.III.4 - COL Action Items 

C.III.5 - Design Acceptance Criteria 

C.III.6 - COL Application Timing 

C.III.7 - ITAAC for COL Applications Referencing a CD 
and/or an ESP 
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--DG-1145 Overview (cont'd)� 
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Format and Structure - Part C.IV 
C.IV.l - COL Application Acceptance Review Checklist 
C.IV.2 - Submittal Guidance for COLs 
C.IV.3 - General Description of Change Process 
C.IV.4 - Operational Programs 
C.IV.5 - General and Financial Information 
C.IV.6 - Limited Work Authorizations and Site Redress Plan 
C.IV.7 - Pre-Application Activities 
C.IV.8 - Generic Issues 
C.IV.9 - deleted� 
C.IV.I0 - Regulatory Treatment ofNon-Safety Systems (RTNSS)� 
C.IV.ll - relocated to App. 1 (responses to public workshop questions) 
C.IV.12 - Applicability of Industry Guidance 
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-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
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Status 
•� Comment period on DG-1145 closed on October 23, 2006 
•� Approximately 700 total comments received 
•� Staff is currently working to resolve public comments and 

revise DG-1145, as appropriate 
•� Process in place to ensure consistency between DG-1145 

and the SRP and Reg. Guide updates 
•� Plan to publish DG-1145 final as RG 1.206 following 

incorporation ofpublic comments and final issuance of the 
Part 52 rule 

•� Staff considering additional public forums to update 
external stakeholders on RG 1.206 prior to publication 
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»~  DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
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i New Reactor Licensing Infrastructure Timeline 

Energy Policy Proposed Pt 52 Final Pt 52 Rule to Revision to SRP 
Act 2005 Rule issued Commission & RGs "in effect" 

8105 3106 10106 3107 

Proposed Pt 52 Work-in-Progress Final Pt 52 Rule & Anticipated COL 
to Corrmission COLRG COLRG Applications begin 

11/05 6106 1107 9107 

6.05 12AJ7 

DG1145for 
comment 

9106 
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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-1145") 71 Fed. Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7,2006). 

ill 

The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) submits the followiD9 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 Federal Register notice. 

The industry commends the NRC staff for its work in developing the 1100-page DG-1145 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@ neLorg 

w 
The Nuclear Energy Institute (UNEI") 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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NUCLEAR ENERGY INSTITUTE 

Adrian P. Heymer 
SENIOR DIRECTOR, NEW PLANT DEPLOYMENT 
NUCLEAR GENERATION DIVISION 

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)." ("DG�
1145") 71 Fed~ Reg. 52,826 (Sept. 7,2006).� 

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 (LWR Edition) in response to the subject Federal Register notice.� 

The industry commends the NRC staff for its work in developing the HOO-page DG�
1145 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: 

1)� 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. NEl'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. 

1776 I STREET, NW SUITE 400 WASHINGTON, DC Z0006-J706 PHONE Z02.7J9.6094 FAX 202.765.1698 aph@nei.org 

I 



Rules and Directives Branch 
October 20, 2006 
Page 2 

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-1l45 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-1l45 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 
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 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 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·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 evaluatlons for designs that have very low core-damage 
frequency. 

c.� COL PRA Information: The guidance should clarify that no additional plant
specific 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.II.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.IL3 and C.IIL3.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-II45 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-II45 and existing regulations should be 
modified to reflect NRC practice and intent going forward. (Comments C.Ll.IO 
and C.III.I.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.I3.1.2.I-I 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.LI3.I, 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.IIL8, 
Electric Power; C.I.ll, Radioactive Waste Management; C.LI7.6, Description of 
Applicant's Program for Implementation of 10 CFR 50.65, the Maintenance Rule; and 
C.LI8; Human Factors Engineering. 

The industry comments in the enclosure are organized by DG-II45 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 DG
1145, 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-1l45, 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-1145, 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 jndustry 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 Cateaorv DescriDtion 
1 The guidance does not conform with the regulations 

2" The guidance seeks information that will not be available at 
the time of COL applicati.on 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 
5 Other - specify 

Column 7 of the table indicates suggested changes to the guidance. 

Attachment 1 provides proposed mark-ups of four sections of DG-1145 that 
reinforce the comments in the main body of the enclosure. The four sections are: 

1) Section C.1I1.8, "Electrical Power" 
2) Section C.1.11, "Radioactive Waste Management" 
3) Section C.I.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 - OG-114S, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDEP WORDING
00 NRCID NO. COMMENT 
Gon 1 Various NON·FSAR MATERIAL REQUESTS - The document oontinues to 1 4 Revise as indicated 

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 dear 
when ~non·FSAR" material is requested. that it can be provided 
separately from the FSAR.: 
C.1.6.1.1.1, (2) le.t data &experience 
C.1.8.3.1.3, .oftware 
C.1.8.3.1.3, e-POPY of the model 
C.l.l0.2.3.3, procedures 
C.1I1.1.10 - 2.3.3, met data 
C.1I1. 1.1 0 - 2.5.2.5, database 
e.ill.l.l0 - 3.11.3, test results documents 
C.lll.l.10 - 3.11.4, test results documents 
C.1I1.1.10 - 3.11.5, test results documents 
C.III.l.l0 - 3.11.6, tesl reSUlts documents C.III.1.10 - 7.1.1 vie C.1.7.1
A. Item (7) software design outputs 
C.111.1.10-13.1.1.3, resumes 
C.lII.1.10 -13.3.1, ooPY of referenced E plans and ETE 
C.lll.t.tO - 13.3.1, cross..refarence to requirements, guidance, other 
criteria, etc 
C.1I1.1.10 - 13.3.1. EPIP. 
C.l11.5.1.1, item 3, reference documents 
C.1I1.5.t.1, item 4, implementation docs 
C.111.5.1.1, item 5. confirmation info and output documents. 
C.III.S.1.1, "em 6, documents that demonstrate EQ 

Gan 1 Various C.III.5.1.1, item 7. demonstration info 1 4 see above 
(continued) C.1I1.5.1.1, ~em 8, demonstration info 

C.1I1.5.1.1, item 9, reference documents 
Each of the C.lIIltems likely has a similar counterpart request in the C.l 
section. 

Page 1of 131 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

~ DGSECTION ~ f.B!QB!.!Y .M§§ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC: ,n NO COMMENT 
C.I.1.1 C.I.l GUidance refers to the need to identify net electrical output for rated and 2 4 Indicate this as approximate and provided for 

design thermal power. Of what value Is this Information. and to what information only. 
extent is il 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 "dealan" outDut if different from rated outDut? 

C.I.1.2 C.I.I.I.1 The phrase Mwhether the plant is colocated with existing o'perating 2 4 Replace with" .. .including the extent (if any) to which 
nuclear power plants" should be clarified as to the parameters of the plant is collocated and/or interlaces with a licensed 
interest. Does it apply to a new unit outside the protected area fpr the existing nuclear power plant (i,e., within the existing 
existing facility? Outside the exclusion area'boundary? Does the unit's plant's protected areB or exclusion area boundary).· 
status ma«er in the definition of ·operatino·? 

C.1.1.3 C.I.1.I.4 These requirements are less detailed than those in C.1.1.1 • while the 2 3 Delete section, or at least make two sections consisten 
value of this Information and extent to which it is it considered binding a 
part of the FSAR is not clear. the Information indicated as required 
should at least be consistent. 

C.I.l.4 C.I.l.I.5 Absent a dear regulatory basis or relevance of the schedule information 1 4 Submitting a COL application is not 8 commitment to 
requested here, this requirement should be deleted. construcl a plant. Rather than requesting a schedule 

for completion, this section shou!d request a regUlatory 
commllment for the COL applicant to provide 
construcUon and startup information when the decision 
is made to construct a plant. 

C.1.1.5 C.I.1.1.6.1 (I) "guides" is plural but DG-1145 is the only guide indicated 3 4 Consider replacing 1.1.6.1 with "conformance with 
(2) should indicated conformance' with DG-1145 ensures/obviates need fonnat and content gUidance of this regUlatory guide.· 
10 address RG·l.70 
(3) ·DG-114S· should be replaced with RG number when available 

C.I.1.6 C.I.l.I.6.2 Ambiguous reference to SRP conformance 2 4 Insert·...approved as of six months prior to submi«al 
date of application" after "(NUREG-08001" 

C.I.1.7 C.I.1.2 In the last sentence change the word "problems" to "considerations." 3 4 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 

robfems. 
C.I.1.8 C.I.1.8 There are several examples of using a double negative sentence 2 4 Revise as Indicated 

construction or missing words. Also several sentences are not dear. 
Revise the 3rd sentence to read: "By definition, there are no interface 
requirements between standard designs and site-specific designs for a 
complete fadlity". 
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 pe~it 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. 

Pege 2 of 131 10120/06 



NEI COMMENTS· DG-1145, 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT 
NO: 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRCIDNO. COMMENT 

EB!QB!IY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.I.1.9· C.1.1.9.1 C.I.1.9.1 repeats the proposed regulation to provide an assessment of 2 4 Revise as indicated 
·regulatory guides· conformance. This guidance could be modified to 
reflect the specific RG Divisions andlor 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 
opera~jon 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.III.1 -1.9.1. 

C.I.1.10 C.I.1.9 To determine the scope of applicable RGs; SRPs, generic issues and 2 4 Acknowledge standard to be applied as 8 matter of 
operating experience to be addressed in the COU\, the staff has stated practice will be guidance In effect ·six months prior to 
that it is their current practice and intent going forward that the standard application dale" The NRC should initiate e 
applied will be six months prior to the application date, as the applicant rulemaking to fix the regulations. 
has no control over when the application is docketed. (This comment is 

ItvDica1 of several instances in C.I.1. \ 
C.I.1.11 C.I.1.9.1 Use of ·any" in ·of any departures from the guidance contained in the 2 4 Change to say".. .identlfication and description of 

NRC's reaulatorv C1uides" is unduly broad. sianlficsnt deDartures...• 
C.I.1.12 C.1.1.9.2 Use of "any" in ·any differences in design features· is unduly broad 2 4 Change to say "••.significant differences In design 

features..." 
C.I.1.13 C.1.1.93 Generic Issues. Improvements regarding guidance for the review of 2 4 C.1.1.9.3 shOUld be revised as follows: 

generic issues is noted in C.lV.8 (9/1/06); however, as recognized by th 1. Delete statement that C.IV.8 contains a Iisting.of 
Staff, other related sections in C.I and C.II1.1/2 have not yet been generic issues. 
updaled and are. therefore, inconsistent. In addition, guidance in C.IV.8 2. Clarify NRC 9uidance to say that Ihe scope of 
also requires additional clarification regarding the use of NUREG·0933. generic Issues to be included in the COLA is restricted 
Appendix B. Additional comments are provided on C.IV.8 
1. C.1.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in c.lV.a. Section C.JV. 

to those Issues for which a resolution has been 
reached. 

no longer contains a listing of generic issues. 
2. C.1.1.9.3 indicates: "Those issues that remain open and are 

3. Provide only summary guidance in Section C.r.1.9.3. 
Refer reader to c.lV.a for more detailed gUidance on 

technically relevant to the COL applicanfs design should be addressed generic Issues. 
in the application. Remaining ·open· is not clear in' that the cited 
proposed Part 5279(a)(20) is underslood 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 10 Ihose 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 induded in C.lV.8. 
Section C.I.1.9.3 should only provide a summary and reference C.IV.8 
for detailed guidance, 
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COMMENT . DGSECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDER WORRING 
NO. ~Nn. COMMENT 
C.I.1.14 C.I.1.9.4.1 This section states -Applicants for certified designs or combined 1 1 Revise C.I.1.9,4 to make it consistant with proposed 10 

licenses are required to address comparable International operating CFR Part 52 by: 1) eliminating subsection C.I.1.9.4.1; 
exporionco in oacordance with proposed 10 CFR 52.47(a)(19) and 2) adding 8 statement al the end of C.1.1.9.4 
[52,47(a)(22) In version released 27 sap 2006J and 10 CFR indicating that an applicant may provide the necessary 
52.79(a)(37), respectively. To the extent that tho design (or portions operating experience information by addressing 
thereof). for which an applicant seeks a design certification or COL. international operating experience as an alternative 10 
originates or is based on international design, the application should addressing generic letters and bUlletins. 
address how international operating experience has contributed to 'he 
design process ," 

C.1.1.14 C.I.1.9.4.1 NRC's own procedures (e,g., UC-401) require them to factor in 1 1 see above 
(continued) intemational DE into their own generic OE program; this is implicitly 

addressed In our evaluation of the NRC's OE dOClJments. Therefore a 
additional requirement for the applicant to evaluate international 
operating experience in addition to generic letters I 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 
internatiOr'al DE 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. 

C.I.1.15 C.I.1.9.5 The following documents are listed twice: 3 5 Delete ~edundant entries 
SECY·91·262 
SECY·92-Q53 
SECY·92-Q92 
SECY·93-Q87 
SECY·94-Q84 
SECY·94·302 

C.1.2.1 C.1.2 The last sentence of the first paragraph is ambiguous and requires 3 4 Clarify statement to indicate that information related to 
clarification in that it states that the -adequacy of site characteristics site characteristics such as frequency. probabilities and 
need to be addressed from a safety viewpoint." The plant design and magnitude may be used to bolster statements 
operation needs to be discussed from a safety viewpoint relative to site pertaining to adequacy of facility design. 
characteristics. 

C.1.2.2 C.1.2.4.5,1 RG1.70 calls for the determination of a more severe meteorological win 1 4 Request Guidance with respect to limits relative to use 
system than actually recorded ...based upon meleorological reasoning. of meteorological reasoning as a basis to support 
DGl145 does not refer to the ability to utilize meteorological reasoning conclusions. 
to exclude "incredible" events, 
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COMMENT� DG SECTION PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING ~	 ~ 
No. NRC IDNa� COMMENT 
C.J.2.3� C.I.2.4.12.3 C.I.2.4·1 This section tends to comply with RG1.70 sectton 2.4.13.3 in terms of 1 4 Requires clarification 8S to inlent. If we are required to 

content requirements. DG1 145 requires conservative analysis be evaluate all pathways then this could be a considerabl 
performed of all groundwater pathways for a liquid effluent release: effort. 
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. DG1145 requires analysis of 81 
groundwater pathways. 

C.1.2.4 C.I.2.4.12.5� This Section is compUant with the requirements of RG1.70 section 2 4 Clarify use of "Site Characteristic· terminology in 
(1)� 2.4.13.5 with the exception that OG1145 uses the terminology ·Sete DGl145� 

Characteristics in lieu of the RG1.70 terminology "Design Bases"� 
interchangeably. This is confusing.� 

C.1.2.5� C.1.2.4.12.5 RG1.70 defines the design basis groundwater level whereas OG1145 3 4 Employ RG1.70 definition of groundwater level 
(2)e does not. 

C.1.2.6� C.1.2.1.3.1 The subject section calls for current "residential population" to be 1 4 To better elign this guidance With Reg. Guide 4.2 and 
indicated on appropriate maps. Census data would generally be used census bureau terminology, change "residential 
for this population segment and would likely include not only "residential population" to "resident population." 
(strictly speaking) but also other persons, such as those in boarding 
schools, colleges. universities. etc. A more appropriate and clearer tem 
would be "resident populalion~ consistent with th~ use of "resident.. in 
Reg. Guide 4.2 and census bureau terminology 

C.I.2.7� C.1.2.2.3.1 "Accident category (1 r discusses the consideration of potential missiles 2 4 It is recommended that Section C.I,2,2.3.1 be revised 
generated by Bxplosions involving hazardous material. Category (1) in to clarify explicitly that missile evaluations need not be 
Section C.I.2.2.3.1 could be read to say that an evaluation of missiles provided in the FSAR if the blast overpressure criteria 
should be considered regardless of the blast over-pressure prediction. is met or if the probability of occurrence of the subject 
However, per Reg. Guide 1.91, (referenced in Section C.1.2.2.3.1). ~lf event is less than 10·7 per year. 
the overpressure criteria of Reg. Guide 1.91 is exceeded, the effecls 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 1().7 
per year, per C.1.2.2.3.1. 
A similar comment would pertain to accident category (2), delayed 
"detonation of ftammable vapor cloud as well. 
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~ DGSECTiON !llialli2..� PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
00: NRr.IDNO.� COMMENT 
C.I.2.a� C.1.2.3.3 Section C.1.2.3.3 prescribes the time for which dats must be collected 1 

and ·provided at docketing." Docketing occurs after submittal and 
completion of the Staffs acceptance review, It's assumed that the Slaff 
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, 

C.I.2.9 C.1.2.3.3� The industry concurs with the Staff response to comment C.1.2.3.3-1 2 
regarding the COL applicant's providing at least one annual cycle of 
meteorological data with the appli~tion and subsequent submittal of the 
complete 2~year data set when collected. However, the Staff elected no 
to reflect ~is disposition via change in DG~1145. 

C.1.2.10� C.1.2.5.1.2 The scale of the maps requested in the subject guidance is far too large 3 
for the needed purpose. the scale requested will require up to 4-618rge 
"0" size piates 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. 

C.1.3.1 C.1.3.6.3 C.1.3.6.3-5� Stetemenl of (2)(a) requires to ·provide as built drawing(s) of piping 2 
geometry. It is impossible to address this requirement at the time of CO 
application. 

C.1.3.2 C.1.3.7.1.1.1� Typo: in (1), change "fee" to "free" 3 

C.1.3.3� C.I.3.7.2.1 Although this section and other sections use "Seismic Category Was 2 
one of sses category of seismic design, the definition is not specified. 

Pege 6 of 131 

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 conclude 
in time to allow for appropriate data review, analysis. 
etc. 

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.I.2.3.3 of 
the ~uide. 

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

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

5� Revise 8S noted 

3� Add definition or 'Seismic Category 11". 
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~ DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. N""1ilNO. COMMENT 
C.1.3.4 C.I.3.7.1.1.1. All these sections have requirements for ground motion time histories to 2 4 Implement NUREG/CR-6728 recommendations 

C.I.3.7.1.1.2. meet spectrum matching for multiple damping values and to envelop a 
&C.1.3.7.2.5 target PSD (Power Spectral Density). These requireme'1ts ar:e 

applicable if site·independent RG 1.60 ground spectra are considered 8 
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 PSO enveloping Bre not required. 

C.1.3.5 C.1.3.7.2.13 & These two sections address same subject for dams. 3 4 Eliminate either section. 
C.L3.7.3.8 

C.1.3.6 C.1.3.7.4.6 Description of implementation program (or the seismic monitoring , 2 This program would not be available at the time of COL 
program is not a requirement in the ex[stlng SRP. application and is not necessary to SUPPO!1 COLA. 

C.1.3.7 C.1.3.8.4.5 ANSIIAISC N690·1984 is mentioned. Does it mean thaI only the 1984 3 4 Please clarify. 
edition is acceptable? -

C.1.3.8 C.L3.2.1 (3rd Clarify whal sections of Regulalory Guide 1.29 provide 3 4 Add ·Positions C.1 and C.3" after RegUlatory Guide 
para, 2nd recommendations for Seismic Category I SSGs. 1.29 in the second sentence 
sentence) 

C.1.3.9 C.1.3.2.1 (3rd Clarify what sections of Regulatory Guide 1.29 provide 3 4 Add "Positions C.2 and C.4" after Regulatory Guide 
para. 5th recommendations for non-Seismic Category I SSCs whose failure oould 1.29 in the fifth sentence. 
sentence) reduce the functioning of a Seism[c Category I sse or could result in 

Incapacitating injUry to control room personnel. 

C.1.3.10 C.l.3.2.2 (3rd Add Regulatory Guide 1.151 to the 3rd paragraph to be consistent with' 3 3· Add ·and Regulatory Guide1.151 M to the first and last 
pera) the 2nd paragraph. sentence. 

C.1.3.11 C.1.3.9.6.2 C.1.3.9.6.2 (4) slales "and includelhls information in lhelechn;cal 2 4 Delete portion of sentence containIng Mand include this 
specifications: information in the technical specifications.· 
This level of detail is no longer included In the Improved Technical 
Specifications, Section 5.5. 

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 2 4 Delete portion of sentence containing "and include this 
specifications.~ infonnatlon In the technical specifications.". 
This level of detail is no longer included in the Improved Technical 
Specificatlons, Section 5.5 

C.1.3.13 C.I.3.2.2 Typographical error. Thelilst sentence should read: •... Regulatory 3 5 Add correction. 
Guido 1.26 or Regulalory Guide 1.143." 
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COMMENT DG SECTION ~ PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDEO WORDING 
No: NRr'In"Nn. COMMENT 
C.I.3.14 C.I.3.5.1.2 The second sentence reads as follows: "These are the sses whose 1 1 Delete "to a cold condition assuming an additional 

failure could lead to otfslte radiological consequences, or those required single tailur." from the end of the second sentence. 
for safe plant shutdown fo a cold condition assumIng In Iddilional 
single failure." The words in italics are contusing and do not conform 
to existino reoulation. 

C.I.3.15 C.1.3.5.1.2 The third sentence reads: "Missiles associated with over speed failures 1 1 Add "Credible" at the beginning of the third sentence. 
of rotating components.. ,of The types of missiles should be darified as 
thosa thai are ·credible." 

C.1.3.16 C.1.3.6.2.1 The requested information In this provision (i.e. details of the 1 2 The criteria to be used should be specified in the 
containment penetrations (etc), the number of pipe breaks. their application and the detailed information would be 
locations, the presence of postulated cracks, and rupture orientation) is availa~e during plant construction. 
not expected to be available for COL and is not necessary to support 
COLA.' 

C,1.3.17 C.1.3.6.2.2 Other than the design criteria. the requested detailed information for the 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
guard pipe assemblies is not expected to be available for COL and is no available during constructi,?n. 
necessarv to suooort COLA. 

C.1.3.18 C,I.3,6.2.3 The requested infonnation for the analyses results is not expected to be 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
available for COL and is not necasserv to SUDDort COLA. available durinc oonstruction. 

C.1.3.19 C,I.3.6,2,5 The requested information (i.e. final configurations, locations, and 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
orientations) is not expected to be available for COL and Is not available during construction. 
necessarv to sunnnrt COLA. 

C.1.3.20 C.1.3,6.6 The requested information is not expected to be available in its entirety 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
for COL and is not "ecessarv to SUODort COLA. available durine construction. 

C,1.3,21 C.1.3.7.1 Reference Is made to the DBE. Designing for an aBe is no longer a 1 1 Remove reference to DBE. 
C.1.3.7.1.1 requirement. 
C,1.3.7.1.1.1 
C.1.3.7.1.1.2 
C.1.3,7.1.2 
C.1.3.8.1.3 
C.1.3.8.2.3 
C,1.3,8,3,3 
C.1.3.8.4.3 

C.1.3.22 C.1.3.8.2.7 Editorial. In first sentence, "Section HI" shoUld read "Section Ill: 3 5 Correct "Section Hr to ·Section IW. 
C.1.3.23 C.1.3.8.3.6 ANSI N45.2.5 is an inactive national standard. The replaceme~t 2 3 Change "ANSI N45,2,5" to "ASME.NQA-l." 

relerence is to ASME NQA·1. 
C.1.3.24 C.1.3.8.4.5 ANSI/AISC N69Q..1984 is a sUDerseded edition. Use latest version 3 4 Delete "1984." 
C.1.3,25 C.1.3.9.2.1 The requested information in items (1) to (5) is not expected 10 be 2 2 Add provIsion to make the detailed information 

completely available for COL and is not necessary to support COLA. available during construction. 
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C.1.3.26 

C.1.3.27 

C.1.3.28 

C.1.3.29 

C.L3.30 

C.I.3.31 

C.1.3.32 

NEI COMMENTS· OG·1 145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPliCATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

DGSECTION RELATED 
N~NO. COMMENT 

E.B!QB.!IX ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.1.3.9.3.1 C.I.3.9.3.'. second paragraph. item (3) seeks 8. summary of maximum 1 2 Modify C.I.3.9.3.1 and C.lII.l, Sec.3.9.3.110 stalelhal 
C.IILl, Sec stress. deformation, and cumulative usage factor values for alt ASME the ASME required design specification and design 
3.9.31 Code Class I components. This information will nol be available at the report will be prepared according to ASME Code 

time of COLA and is not neceS$sry to support COLA, The cumulative Section III lor Glass I components lind made available 
usage factor values will be contained in the ASME required design for NRC audil pnor to fuel load. 
report, which requires reconciliation with the as-built configuration. 
Consislenl wilh industry's posilion in NEI 04-01 Rev E, Appendix H, lien 
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 10 C.1I1.3.9.3.1. 

C.1.3.9.3.3 The requested information in paragraph 2 (l.e. program results, 1 2 Add provision 10 make the detailed information 
stresses, deformations, EO, etc) is not expected to be completely 
available for COL and is not necessarv to SUDDOri COLA. , available during construction. 

C.1.3.9.3.4 The requested information in the second paragraph (I.e. the results of 1 2 Add provision to make the detailed information 
the analysis and/or test programs) is not expected to be available for available during construction. 
COL and is nol necessatv 10 suooortCOLA. 

C.1.3.12.6.1 Piping supports, supplementary steel, and instrUmentation supports 2 4 Add "and AISC N690" whenever Ihe ASME NF 
C.1.3.12.6.9 traditionally have b.een in compliance with ASME NF and AISe, with. provision Is IdentIfied. 
C.1.3.12.6.12 jurisdictional boundaries identified in the FSAR. These three sections 

should also address AISC N690 Code. 
C.1.3.6.3 C.L3.6.3-1 DG-1145, Appendix I provided response to a number of issues raised 2 4 Make the Indicated modifications. 

CI.3.6.3-2 about the content of C.1.3.6.3. The NRC responded that, as a result of 
C.1.3.6.3-3 public comments, "Section 3.6.3(1)(a) will be modified", ·Section 
C.1.3.6.3-4 3.6.3(1 Xb) will be modified", "Section 3.6.3(2)(a) will be modified", and 
C.1.3.6.3-5 ·Section 3.6.3(2)(c) will be modified". DG-1145 has nol been revised 10 
C.I.3.6.3-6 incorporate any changes to the above referenced paragraphs. 

C.I.3.11 The reference in the first paragraph to 10CFR50.49 and mechanical 3 1 Remove reference to 10CFR50.49 from this paragraph 
equipment, is not correct. That is beci!luse 50.49 does not address 
mechanical equIpment. 

C.1.3.11.2 The following commentsl observations for this slltCtion are: 3 1 Remove reference 10 10CFR50.67, RG 1.30, RG 1.151 
a. Inclusion of RG 1.30 is incorrect, as Ihls RG pertains to QA and RG 1.83 from this paragraph. 
requirements and not to EQ requirements and it is therefore, outside the 

. scope of EO. 
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 
requiremenls of 10CFR50.67 and RG 1.30. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED fB!QB.!IY ~. RECOMMENDED WORplNG 
NO. NRC: 111 NO. COMMENT 
C.L3.33 C.L3.7.1 Sections 3.7.1 as written reflect pass requirements associated with use 1 4 Clarify as Indicatod. 

of generic design ground response spectra, e.g., RG 1.60 design gr.oun 
response spectra. There are fundamental differences between generic 
SSE design ground response speelra 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'"5pecific SSE design ground response spectra being 
used by COL applications. COL SSE design response spe.ctra are 
PSHA based following RG 1.165 or equivalent risk.opsrfonnance 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. 

C.1.3.33 C.1.3.7.1 If response spectrum analysis instead of time history analysis is used to 1 4 see above 
(continued) 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. NUREG
0800 provides this clarification. 

C.L3.34 C.1.3.11 This section requires submittal of EO testing requirements, accident 1 3 Revise this section to be consistent with Section' 
environments, and milestone schedules that won't be available at the C.1.13.4. 
time the COLA Is submitted. The EQ program Information requirements 
aro ouUinod in DG·1145 Soction C.1.13.4 

C.1.4.1 C.1.4 C.I.4-2 Given that the reactor vendors are constantly working to improve fuel 1 1 Revise the text of C.1.4 to refer to the information 
and core design (Note INPO's objective of Zero fuel failure by 2010), the required to be submitted as reference, typical or 
information requested by OG-1145 is too prescriptive. DG-1145 should bounding fuel design information, with final fuel design 
clearly indicate that the information to be supplied is a.reference or Information to be supplied by the applicant prtor to fuel 
typical fuel design recognizing the actual fuel and core design will be loading,. rather than at the time of COL application. 
developed uslng 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 OG-1145 should acknowledge 
that any changes following a COL application should be consistent with 
the current process tor refueling current (at the time of fuel loading) 
operatinQ plants. 
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COMMENT DGSECIION ~ PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCii'lNO. COMMENT 
C.1.4.2 C.I.4.2.2 Definition of "final (FSAR) design drawing" is undear. 2 4 Revise the paragraph 10 read as follows: ·Provide a 

description end nnal (FSAR) design drawing of the fuel 
rod components. burnable poison rods, fuel 
assemblies, and reactivity control assemblies show;ng 
arrangements, dimensions, criticallolerances, sealing 
and handling features, meth~s of support, internal 
pressurization, fission gas spaces. burnabl,e poison 
content, and internal components." 

C.1.43 C.1.4.2.3 The bullated information under the headings "phenomenological models 3 5-typo Under the heading, "Also discuss the following 
and ·fuel system damage criteria" contain typographical errors. 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." 

1 Under the heading. "In addition, provide the follOWing 
information,· Item (1), "Fuel system damage criteria for 
all mechanisms:" 
Change 'structured" to 'structural" in paragraph (eJ; 
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) ot this heading, paragraph (b), change 
"systems" to "system.· 

C.I.4.4 C.1.4.6.3 to Sections are duplicated 3 5-typo Remove duplicated sections. 
C.1.4.6.5 

C.I.5.1 C.1.5.2.1.1 In the fourth line of the paragraph under this section. please darify Why 1 2 Revise the third sentence of the paragraph to state, 
the component order date of 8ach Class 1 Component within the RepS "The applicable component code and code edition and 
is required to be part of the COL application. It does not appear to be addenda of each Class 1 component within the RCPS, 
relevant information for this stage of the licensing process, nor. if 
required, will this infonnation be available at the time the application is 
submitted. 

C.1.5.2 C.I.5.2.1.2 The fourth sentence of the paragraph discusses the use of Regulatory 3 4 Delete the word. -generally," before the word, 
Guide 1.84 to identify those ASME Code Cases that are 'generally "acceptable,· in the fourth sentence. 
acceptable" (emphasis added) to the NRC staff. The industry Add, ", !ncluding conditions for approval identified in 
reoognizes that RG 1.84 identifies Code Cases that are acceptable to RG 1.84." allho end olthe fifth sentonco aftor "1.84." 
the NRC, and that some Gode Cases are acceptable only under 
conditions identified in RG 1.84. Additional specificity should be added 
Itn :lIvolti ::11m ,jnuitv 

C.I.5.3 C.I.5.2.3.1 In the last sentence of the paragraph, the requirement to ~identify the 2 4 Delete "and final metallurgical condition" from the last 
final metallurgIcal condition- of the material placed in servi.ce is unclear. sentence of the paragraph 
Please clarify what the term, "metallurgical condition," means or else 
delete the term. 
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~ DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY. ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO, NRr.ID NO. COMMENT 
C.1.5.4 C.I.5.2.3.2(4) The third sentence of the fourth information request requires the 1 4 Add the word. "leachable," before the word, 

provision of sufficient information on the concentration of chemical "concentrations," 
compounds to meel 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 8S described iii the ReaulatoN Guide. 

C.I.5.5 C.1.5.2.3.3(1 ) This section identifies the requirement to submit data, test results or 2 2 Add the following at the end of the section as a 
informatio~ that may not be available at the time of COL application. separate paragraph, as applicable: 
Please darify what the requirements are for this type of information, and "It is acceptable to submit a general description of the 
whether it is required to be provided at the time of COL application or at data. test results, or other information not available at 
a later date, if at all. the lime of COL application. Whim detailed infonnation 

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: 

C.1.5.6 C.1.5.2.3.3 . The numbering of the bullated items in the listed paragraphs is incorrect 3 5 In C.1.5.2.3.3, change (5) to (3) 
C.1.5.2.3.4 In C.I.5.2.3.4, chango (4) to (2) 

C.1.5.7 C.1.5.2.3.5(1) The second sentence of the stated section is not correct. It implies that 1 4 Roword the second sentence of C.1.5.2.3.5(1) 10 state, 
inservlce Inspections can demonstrate whether or not a material is -Describe tesl results that demonstrate the nickel-
susceptible to PWSCC. 151 cannot demonstrate that a material is based alloy materials are not susceptible to PWSCC, 
susceptible or not, lSI can only determine if there is in-service and identify the inservice inspections that will be 
degradation or not. .The Industry performs inspections of many performed 10 confirm that PWSCC is not occurring in 
components that are susceptible to PWSCC without finding degradation the materials.

C.1.5.8 C.I.5.2.3.3 The numbering of the bulleted items in the Ilsled paragraphs should be 3 5 Renumber the buUeted items to start with (1) 
C.I.5.2.3.4 ro-slarted from (1) 
C.1.5.2.3.5 
C.1.5.2.4.1 
C.1.5.4.7.1 
C.1.5.4.7.2 

C.15.9 C.1.5.2.4.1 (7) The industry does not have "exemptions· from Code requirements, but 2 4 Delete the following bulleted Item" 
rather has Relief Requests and alternatives per 10 CFR 50.55a. The Code exemptions. Identify any exemptions from Code 
in~ustly also works to Code Cases. as specified in Regulatory Guids reqUirements. 
1,147. Please clarify if our understanding is correct and this item can b 
deleted. 

If this requirement is addressing compone':lts 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 inlent of this 
item. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 

DGSECTION 
~~~~E~O. COMMENT 

f.B!QB!IX .~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.I.S.10 C.I.S.2.4.2 The second sentence of this paragraph appears to duplicate information 1 2 Revise the second sentence of the paragraph under 
on operational programs contained in Section C.1.13.4, but does not C.I.5.2.4.2 to read, "The preservice inspection program 
comprehensively define the infonnatlon that is required to enable the is an operational program as identified in C.1.13.4 of 
staff to make a reasonable assurance finding regarding the acceptability this guide, and should be tully described as defined in 
of the nronram. SECY·05-197." 

C.I.S.ll C.I.S.3.1.7 Please clarity the requirement to discuss the procedures used to 2 4 Delete the word ·procedures· after ~nondestructive 

pertorm nondestructive evaluations in the second sentence of this bullet evaluation" in the second sentence, and su~stitute the 
Procedures will not be developed by the time of COL application, Also, word ~techniques." 

it does not seem to be advisBple to submit detailed procedures which 
require a FSAR update if a change to tlie procedure is performed. We 
believe that a discussion of the methods and techniques used to perfom 
nondestructive evaluations, th~t will be incorporated in procedures 
developed as part of an ITAAC. provides sufficient information for staff 
reView. 

C.I.S.12 C.I.S.3.3 The third sentence of the paragraph in this section states. "Also identify 2 4 Delete the third sentence of the paragraph that reads. 
the reactor vessel designer and manufacturer. and describe their ~ Also identify the reactor vessel designer and 
experience." This requirement does not appear to be appropriate. manufacturer, and describe .their experience," 
Please clarify why this information needs to be supplied. 

C.I.S.13 C.I.S.3.3.2 Please clarify what is meant by the words used at the end of the first 2 4 Delete the phrase, "to impro'o'e theIr properties or 
sentence, "... improve their properties or quality?" These words appear quali1y." 
to imply that Code..acceptable materiels need improvement in order to 
be acceolable to NRC. 

C.I.S.14 C.I.5.42.1 (2) Detailed information on fracture toughness properties may not be 2 4 Revise the second and third sentences of this section 
available at the time of COL 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 suffictent information to 
show how compliance with the requirements of Article 
NC..2300 of Section III of the Code will be verified." 

C.I.S.1S C.I.S.4.6 These sections start with a general statement concerning the descriptio 2 4 Delete the lead-i n paragraphs describing pre.. 
C.I.S.4.7 of the preoQperational test programs. Section C.1.5.4 is supposed to operational test program descriptions undemeath the 

identify component and SUbsystem design. Requirements for subsections in C.I.5.4.6 and C.I.5.4.7. 
descriptions of pre-operational test programs for a subset of systems in 
C,1.5.4 appear to be ·out of place and better covered in C.I.14. 

CI.S16 C.I.S.4.7.2 The last paragraph in C.1.5.4.7.2 states, "(for example, in a BWR, the 3 3 Revise the paragraph to read as follows: "Provide a 
RCIC condensing mode)". The RetC condensing mode in a BWR is not mode diagram sh~ing temperatures. pressures, and 
a current design. For instance. the current BWR, I.e. ABWR. does not flow rates for each mode of RHR operation, 
have such an outdated syStem. Therefore, the above description should 
be deleted. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.I.6.1 

C.I.6.2 

C.1.6.3 

C.1.6.4 

C.1.6.5 

C.1.6.6 

C.1.6.7 

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING DG SECTION !ill.AWL ~ 
NRCIDNO. COMMENT 

C.1.6 The CJ.6 lead·in information states ''The applicant should state its 2 
intentions with regard to adopting risk-informed categorization. and 
treating structures, systems, and components in accordance with Title 
10. Section 50.69, of lhe Code of Fede,al Regulation.IIO CFR 50.69).• 
Generally, this should be dons once in Section 3.2, not in the various 
sections of the FSAR discussing the SSCs 

C.1.6 Lead~in info to C.I.6 states ~Generic design control documents (DeDs) 2 
typically addrsS5 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 Siaff 
interprets Part S2 to reqUire that the COLA include the OCD information, 
not -incorporate by reference.

C.1.6 The 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence, reads in part, •...to serve as ~SFs 3 
svstems: 

C.1.6.1.3.3.3 Section states "Operating experience has indicated that certain nickel 2 
(e)(3) chromium-iron alloys (e.g .• Alloy 690 and Alloy 182) are susceptible to 

primary water stress corrosion aacking (PWSCC) attributable to 
corrosion. Alloy 690 has improved stress corrosion cracking resistance 
in comparison to Alloy 600..... 

C.I.6.1.1.2(1) The first sentence of the paragraph discusses the control of lhe pH of 3 
ESF coolants. 

C.1.6.2.1.1 Traditional PWRs drain water to the refueling canal and during 2 
recirculation post accident the SI pumps draw from the sump to continu 
cooling and depressu.rizing containment. Not all next generation 
designs have a traditional sump. Discussion of the refueling canal may 
be misleading. The discussion In DG-1145 should be re .... lsed to make it 
more generic. 

C.I.6.2.1.4 This section contains the slatement "Consider smaller break areas of 3 
steam line breaks starting with the doubl8-G'nded 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 OG 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' continue to reduce the break size. For certain break 
size liqUid entrainment may occur. The discussion In DG·1145 should 
be revised to make it more generic. 

Pege14 of 131 

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.I.3. 

3 Be consistent with Staff interpretation of 10 CFR Part 
52. 

3 

3. 

ESF should be singular, notplurat. Change to, ..... to 
serve as ESF svstems.· 
Re-word to state "Operating experience has indicated 
that certain nickel.-chromium-iron alloys (e.g., Alloy 600 
and Alloy 182)" 

3 

4 

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

4 Revise the discussion to stale ·Consider smaller break 
areas of steam line breaks slarting wilh the' double-
ended rupture" 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCrONO. COMMENT 
C.1.6.• C.1.6.2.1.2, Typographical errors in the mass units of measure. 3 3 Change the mass units of measure from Ibm to Ibm for 

item (3)(g) the mass release rate and enthalpy of mass released i 
C.1.6.2.1.3,2nc C.I.6.2.1.2. item (3)(9). for the mass release rate in 
Item (I) C.1.6.2.1.3, t" nom (I), for the mass now rate in 
C.I.6.2.1.4, C.1.6.2.1.4, item (I), and for the rna•• release rale and 
item (1) enthalpy of rna•• released In C.I.6.2.1.5, item (1)� 
C.1.6.2.1.5,� 
item (1)� 

C.1.6.9� C.1.6.2.2 Section C.I.6.2.2 only indudes fan cooters. sprays and passive systems 3 4 The section shOUld be written to include the energy 
to remove heat from the reactor containment for PWRs. The US EPR removal from the IRWST for more than just BWR 
uses the· passive heat structures and the Residual Heat Removal (RHR) designs. 
Hx to remove energy from the In-Containment Refueling Water Storage 
Tank (IRWST) which is similar to a BWR removing energy from Ihe 
suppression pool. The discussion in DG~ 1145 should be revised 10 
make it more generic. 

C.1.6.10� C.1.6.2.2.2 . §C.I.6.2.2.2 states ~Compare the design of the recirculation intake 3 4 "Compare the design of the recirculation intake 
structures to the positions in RG 1.82, Revision 3. ~5umps for structures to the positions in RG 1.82, Revision 3, 
Emergency Core Cooling and Containment Spray Systems...• This is no ·Water Sources for long-Term Recirculation Cooling 
the correct title for this RG. Followina 8 Loss-of-Coolant Accident."' 

C.1.6.11� C.1.6.2.2.3 C.I.6.2.2.3 refers to RG 1.83 for analysis of NPSH for recirculation 3 4 "Provide analyses of the net positive suction head 
pumps, but the title identified is that of RG 1.82. The reference shOUld (NPSH) available 10 the recirculation pumps, in 
be RG 1.82. RG 1.83 is titled Mlnservice Inspection of Pressurized accordance with the recommendations of RG 1.82, 
Waler Reactor Steam Generator Tubes.~ Also, correct the "Surfacesft in Revision 3. "Water Sources for Long-Term 
the title to ·Sources· Recirculation Cooling Following a Loss-of-Coolant 

Accident."" 
C.1.6.12� C.1.6.2.2.4 C.I.6.2.2.4 requests ·Provide the results of tests performed. as well as a 2 2 Delete ~Provide the results of tests performed, as well 

detailed updated testing and inspection program." Delete this statement as a detailed updated testing and inspection program." 
on the same basts as indicated in comments C.1.6.2.3.4·1, C.1.6.2.4.4·1, 
C.I.6.2.5.4-1, and C.1.6.4.5-1, and agreed to in the responses to the 
comments. 

C.1.6.13 C.1.63.1 C.I.6.3.1 states "Describe how the ECCS design meets the relevant 2 4 Revise to clearly identify the ·relevant Commission 
Commission polley, as described in SECY papers and corresponding policy' and use the SECY paper as your reference. 
staff requirement memoranda (SRMs)." It is generally not appropriate .to 
request applicants to discem 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. 

C.1.6.14 C.1.6.3.1 Section C.1.6.3.1 refers to ~GL 98-0". Should these references be to GL 3 5 Change reference to GL 98-04 
98-04. Please confirm. 

Peg.150f131� 10120106 



NEI COMMENTS· DG·1145. "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED� PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING~ 
NO. INRr.ln NO. COMMENT 
C.1.6.15 C.1.6.3.2.5 Section C.I.6.3.2.5 states ~describe how containment sump recirculation 3 

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 th 
RG 1.82 Revision 3. 

C.1.6.16 C.1.6.3.2.5 C.I.6.3.2.5 states "Describe how the regulatory oversight of the active 2 
nonsafety systems was considered in using the process of ·regulatory 
treatment of non·safety systems" described in SECY·94·084,w The 
results of the SECY document, and the SRM (Which indicates that the 
Westinghouse comments on thIs item, as &tated in the Attachment to 
NTD-NRC-94-4145 should be accommodated) should be documented i 
some fonn of clear guidance to the Industry. This SECY, the SRM and 
the WEC comments. are not readily available to the pUblic. 

C.I.6.17 C.I.6.3.4.1 C.1.6.3.4.1 refers to RG .79. The reference should be RG 1.79, 3 

C.I.6.l8 C.1.6.4 C.I.6.4 refers to ·Section 15.X.X. paragraph 5:' The reference should b 3 
section 15.6.5. paregreph 5. 

C.1.6.19 C.1.6.4.2.2 C.I.6.4.2.2 - Ventilation System Design. This section should identify the 2 
ventilation system components that are located outside the Conlrol 
Room Envelope and interface wilh 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 ~ pressurized Control Room. 

C.1.6.20 C.1.6.4.2.4 C.1.6.4.2,4 - InteracUon with other zones and pressure containing 2 
equipment. This section needs to specifically address the interaction 
with air condH:ioning components that are pressurized with refrigerant, 
and in1erface 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. 

Page 16 of 131 

4� The DG-1145 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," . 

4� Revise to clearly identify the criteria for acceptable 
results ·of the SECY document, and the SRM.. ," and 
use the SECY and SRM 8S your reference. 

5� •Justify any exceptions to th~ regulatory position in RG 
1.79. ·Preoperational Testing of Emergency Core 
Cooling Systems for Pressurized-Water Reactors',

5� MReference information and evaluations in other 
sections of the application that relate to adequacy of 
the hebitabilily systems (see Sections 6.5.1. 9.4.1. and 
15.6.5, paragreph 5)." 

4� Add the following item in this section for evaluation of 
control room system -(3) list of air flow components 
(dUds, 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. 

4� 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 componenls 
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.I.6.21 

DG SECTION RELATED 
I"RC ID NO. 

C.1.6.4.2.5 
COMMENT 
C.1.6.4.2.5 refers to ~Sec'jon 15.X.X. paragraph 5." The reference. 
should be Section 15.6.5. paragraph 5. 

PRIORITY 

~ 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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

C.1.622 C.I.6.4.4.2 C.I.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 
Nudesr Power Plant Control Room Operators Against an Accidental 
Chlorine Release .... This'is no longer accurate as RG 1.18 Rev 1 has 
subsumed the RG 1.95 guidance. 

3 4 -RG 1.78 also provides specific guidance if chlorine 
has been identified 8S a potential hazard to the 
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 gasl outside air intake flow. from the detector 
sample point to the isolation damper. and compare It 
with the deteclor response time plus isolation damper 
closing time. 

C.I.6.24 C.1.6.6.l C.I.6.6.1 requests -A detailed inservice inspection program, including 
infonnation on areas subject to examination. method of examination, 
and exrent and frequency of examination, should be provided in the 
technical specifications." This sentence should be deleted since lSI 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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QG SECTION .!ill.8liQ. PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORplNG 
NO. NRClDNO. COMMENT 
~	 ~ 

C.1.6.25� C.I.6.6.6 C.1.6.6.G requests "Describe the method to be used in evaluating 3 4 -Describe the method to be used in evaluating 
examination results for Class 3 components and, until publication of examination results for Class 3 oomponelits and. 
IWo.3000, indicate the extent to which these methods are consistent indicate the extent to which these methods are 
with requirements in Artide IWA-3000 of Section XI.- This guidance consistent with requirements in Article IWD-3000 of 
should be updated to reflect that IWD~3000 has now been pUblished. Section Xl.~ 

C.1.6.26� C.1.6.7 The Main Steam line Isolation Valve Leakage Control System (SWRs) 2 4 Per SECY 93-087. for new BWR plants that do not 
has been eliminated in new BWR plants. Uis recommended that the incorporate a main steam isolation valve leakage 
description be modified to make consistent with section C.l.l0.4.4 in DG control system and for which turbine bypass system 
1145. holdup and plateaut of fission products is credited In 

the analysis of design basis accident radiological . 
consequences. demonstrate consistency with the. seismic analysis desaibed in SEey 93-087. 

C.I.627� C.1.6 C.I.6. Table 6·2, Ilem IV.C refers to units of "106 Bluthr: The units 3 5 "10' Btulhr" 
Table 6-2 should be lit Btu/hr. 

C.1.6.28 C.I.6.� e.1.6. Table 6-4 contains an outdated note· that states ··Provided best 3 4 Delete the note. 
Table 6-4 estimates of these heat sinks in the PSAR stage and a detailed listing in� 

the FSAR.M This note should be deleted.� 

C.I.6.29� C.1.6, C.1.6, Tabla 6-<1 ilems (19) and (34) are bolh other. Item (19) should 3 4 Delete item (19) 
Table 6-<1 probably be removed. 

C1.6.30 C.1.6. C.1.6, Table 6-4, Item B, states "The following data should be provided 3 4 .Delete "(a detailed listing in the FSAR stagel' 
Table 6-4 ror the passive heat sinks listed in Table 6-4A (a detailed listing in the 

FSAR stage):" The parenlhetical phrase should be omitted since Ihere 
is only one phase under Part 52. 
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COMMENT 
NO: 
C.I.6.31 

DGSECIION RELATED 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.1.6, 
Tabla 6-4 

COMMENT 
C.!.G, Table 6-4, item 0, indudes a column header for density with units 

of "1Ibft3.0 and a column header for Thermal Conductivity with units of 
"Btuthr-ft EF". The units should likely be "Ibm'" and "Btulhr-tt' EF: 
respectively. 

fB!Qf!!IY 

3 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

"Denslly. Ibm'" and "Thennal conductivlly. "Btulhr.ft' 
EF" 

C.1.6.32 C.1.6, 
Tabla 6-4 

e.1.5. Tables 6-4B. 6-4C, and 6-40 have several inconsistencies with 
the similar fable in RG 1.70. 

3 4 Correct the inconsistencies. 

C.1.6.33 C.1.6. 
Table 6-5 

e.I.G, Table 6·5 Item 8(11) use of "Resiction~ should be Restriction. 3 4 "Restriction" 

C.I.6.34 C.I.6. 
Tabla 6-11 

c.I.a. Table 6-11 footnote indicates plots should include time periods "to 

at least 106 saconds." This should be "to alleaslld' seconds." 

3 4 •... to at 'easl lrf saconds." 

C.1.6.35 C.1.6, 
Table 6-13 

e.I.5. Table 6-13 identifies two headers for differential pressure with 
units 0' "psig". These units should· likely be ·psid". 

3 4 "p.id" 

C,1.7.1 

C.1.7.2 

C.I.7.2 thru 
C.I.7.9 

C.I.7.5 

In these sections, the uses of SAR and FSAR are inconsistent. For 
example, in 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4, the gSARM is referenced but in 7.5, 7,6, 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. 

The first paragraph leads into a bulleted list with "These system 
functions are:". However the bullated 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 

3 

3 

4 

More consislaney in the use of SAR and FSAR. 

Reword the bullated list to be functions instead of 
systems or reword the first paragraph to list systems 
instead of functions. 
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, 
~ DG SECTION Billlli!. PRIORITY SASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. RC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.7.3 Appendix C.1.7 Under item (19), the second sentence states ~A statistically valid sample 1 4 It is recommended that OG 1145 be revised to stale 

A of system requirements should be selected to confirm that the that Ihe applicant should identify documentation 
applicants/licensee's life-cyde activities have been implemented as available for NRC inspection that confirms 
planned. The sample size should be such that the staff can conclude implementation. 
with at least 95% assurance that the quality of the design has been 
....alidated.. 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 interp~etation. 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. 

C.1.7.4 Appendix C.L7 Under item (20), the second sentence states "A statistically valid sample 1 4 It Is recommended that DG 1145 be revised to state 
A of software design outputs should be provided to confirm with at least that the epplicant should identify documentation 

95~ assurance that they address the functional reqUirements and have available for NRC inspection that confirms 
been allocated to the software appropri~tely, and to confirm that the implementation. 
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% 
assuranC&~ is open to interpretation. 

C.1.7.5 AppendiX C.I.7 In Appendix C.1.7-6. under item (6), the last sentence references SRP 2 4 Change reference to existing guidance. 
S Appendix 7.1~D, "Guidance for Evaluation of Conformance to IEEE Std. 

74.3.2. This SRP Appendix currently does not ~xlst. It is understood 
Ihat the SRP's are being updated, however reference to future guidance 
does not provide clear guidance 10 applicants. 

C.1.7.6 Appendix C.I.7 In Appendix C.D-B, under item (6), the guidance on communication 2 4 Correct confilc:ting NRC guidance and provide clear 
B independence is ambiguous and Ihe present guidance on this matter Is gUidance on communication Independence. 

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 wes 
published In 1997. The verbiage in this annex is exactly the same 8S 

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. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED' PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
~ NRCiDNO COMMENT 
C.1.7.7� Appendix In this section, under Software Ufe Cycle Process Implementation, ther 3 4 Change the -Tesr to ·Validation- for consistency of 

C.1.7,C·l� is a bullated item labeled "Test", In SIP·14, which is the origin of this wording wilh BTP-14. Change the numbering to be 
wording, th~ word "Validation" is llsed. All ottler items in the lists afe consistent with the rest of the Appendix, 
9xactty the same except this one. Why was this word, changed? 
Also. the numbering of the items starting with Software Ufe Cycle 
Process Plenning should be labeled as (a), (b), (c) Inslead of (1) (2) (3) 

C.1.7.8� Appendix Typographical BlTor. Under ilem 12: Human Factors Considerations, 3 4 Eliminate "e" from text 
C.1.7.C-l there is a lone "e" In the text. 

C.1.7.9 Appendix� C.1.7·1 In Ihe first paragraph of this Appendix, reference is made to IEEE 603- 2 4 Clarity is needed on the proper regulatory path to use 
C.I.7.C-l� 1998, II stales IhallEEE 7-4.3.2 ·2003 serves 10 amplify IEEE Std. 603 IEEE Std 603-1998� 

1998, 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 e.cap� 
for Annexes B thru F.� 

C.1.7.10� C.I.? The terminology in the second paragraph should be modified to be 3 3 Delete ~Informatjon for post-accident" and substitute 
consistent with Regulatory Guida 1.97. "Instrumentation for accIdent.

C,1.7.11 C.1.7.1.2� Since each system section (RTS. ESF. ate.) has a design basis sUb- 3 4 Delete the third paragraph of C.1.7.1.2 
section, the third pa.ragraph of C.I.7.1.2 is unnecessary. 

C.I.7.12� C.I.7.4.1 Remote shutdown capability is not required to meet IEEE 603. 3 4 Make the last bullet about remote shuldowncapabilily 
separate paragraph. 

CU13 C.1.7.5.1� The terminology in the first bullet should be modified to be consistent 3 4 Delete ·post-accident monitoring (PAM) systems· and 
with Regulatory Guide 1.97. substitute "Accident monitoring instrumentation." 

C.1.7.14� C.1.7.5.1 The fourth and fifth bullets do not have references to regulatory 2 4 Add the appropriate references to the fourth and fifth 
requirements for the safety parameter display system and information to bullels. 
be transmiUed to the emergency response facilities and nuclear data 
link. 

C.1.7.15� C.1.7.5.2 The first senlence of C.1.7.5.2 discusses only Regulatory Guide 1.97 2 4 Delete the first paragraph of this section and add a ne\ 
type A instrumentation (I.e., required manual safety functions and sentence at the end of the seelion that reads, -The 
essential operator·actions). However, the examples listed include non- applicant should identify approprlaie design criteria in 
safety functions (e.g.. monitoring the status of safety equipment). In the FSAR and demonstrate complianC8 with these 
developing a suggested revision to this sentence. it was realized that criteria." 
there is no need for a separate discussion of this subset of Information 
systems important to safety. 
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~ DGSECTION ~. ffi!Q!illY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.L716 C.L7.6.1 This soction roquiros submittal of schomalic diagrams, whilo all othor 2 4 Doloto Ihe lasl sentenco of seclion C.I.7.6.1 and 

instrument and controls sections require submittal 01 logic diagrams, substitute. ~The app~cant should provide logic 
piping and instrument diagrams. and location layout drawings. 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 Oefense-inoodepth and diversity is covered adequately in section 3 4 Delete the ninth bullet in C J.7.7.2. 
C.L7.1.8. 

C.L7.18 C.L7.9.2 This section applies to both safety and non-safely communications 2 4 The list of design considerations should be limited to 
systems. Since there is only one list of design basis information, it is' those items unique to communIcations systems by 
unclear which. criteria should be discussed for non-safety systems. Also deleting the first, second, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, 
approximately half of the design considerations listed will have already and eleventh bullets. 
besn discussed in the SAR section that describes the supported system 
in which the communications components are used 

C.1.7.19 C.L7.9.2 Miscellaneous editorial changes 3 4 In tho fourth bullot, delete "DCA' and substitute "DCS." 
In the last sentence of the sixth bulte:t, delete 
·supported systems" and substitute "safety systems.~ 

In the eighth bullet, delete ·protection system· and 
SUbstitute ·safety system.· 
In the tenth bull~, delete ·portion of a system" and 
substitute ·portion of a safety syste~." 

In the tenth bullet, delete ·from another system" and 
substitute "from 8 non-safety system: 

- C.1.7.20 Cn.9.3 The references to GDC 1 and 10 CFR 50.55a(a) (i.e., quality standards 2 1 Delete the current section and replace it with "The 
and records) appear out of place in a section about communications applicant should provide analyses to demonstrate that 
systems. the communications systems conform to the gUidelines 

in the regulatory guides and industry codes and 
standards applica~le to these systems." 

C.1.7.21 C.1.7.B·l(4) The third sentence states "The applicanUlicensee should confirm that 1 1 Dolete the third sontence of C.1.7.B-1(4). 
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. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED f!l.!QBl1Y ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC"iilNO COMMENT 
C.1.7.22� C.1.1.B-l(5) NRC comment C.I.1 ,39 on the preliminary version of this section 1 1 Delete the fifth bUllet of section C.1.7.B·1(5). 

identified"that the statement. -Failure of computer system hardware or 
software should not inhibit manual initiation of protectivB functions or the 
operator performance of preplann&d emergency or recovery actions· is 
not a reqUirement of IEEE Standard 603 and should be deleted. This 
previous comment stated thai 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 BlP 7-19 8!=ceptance 
crIteria ...BTP 7-19 is developed based on Commission SECY-93
087...dated July 15, 1993." II is noted tIlat SECY-93-087 and BTP 7-19 
were developed prior to incorporation of IEEE Standard 603 into 10 CFf 
SO.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," 

C.1.7.23� CU.B Miscellaneous editorial changes 3 5 Delete "protection system" and substitute ~safety 

system· in the following places: 
Third sentence of section COI.7 .8·1 (7) 
First sentence of section C.I.7.S·1(9) 
Second sentence of section C.I.7.B-2(1) 
Firs' sentence of section C.1.1.B-2(3) 
First bullet of section C.1.7.B-2(3) 
Last bUllet 01 section C.1.7.B-2(3) 
First sentence of section C.I.7.B-2(4) 

C.1.7.24� C.1.7.B-2(3) Editorial change 3 3 In the second sentence. delete "protection functions· 
and substitute "safety functions." 

C.1.8.' C.I.8.1 Introduction states the need to show compliance with various regulation 3 4 Provide documentation for compliance. with Reg 
(C.lII.l, and standards (e.g. Reg Guides, GLs). This is a similar requirement to Guides, etc in tnis section (C.1.8.1), and have section 
Soc 8.1) section 1.9 olthe DG C.1.1,9 refer to tnis section. 

This is a generic item for DG-1145, so resolution 
should be consistent with other sections. Enercon has 
developed a FSAR Writer Use'r Guide which addresses 
how to handle section 1,9 compliance discussion 

C.1.8.2 C.J.8.1� Reg. Guide 1.29 is out of order. 3 4 Place reg. guides in numerical sequence 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED fB!QB!.I! ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.6.3 C.I.6.1 

C.1I1.1 Section 
Introduction & section 8.4 refers to Me as part of sao response. Not 
alt plant designs will need an Me. Part of ~blgger picture- issue on GO{ 

2 4 This sentence should be revised, e.g.; 
"." the ansile electric system should be described 

6.4 17 and passive plants. See comments for section C.I.8.2 brieny In general terms, and 8 brief description 
provided for station blackout mitigation, and the ...• 

C.I.6.4� C.1.8.1 Introduclion discusses systems "important to safety": A more specific 2 4 For passive plants. offsite power is not safety related 
definition I scope needs be provided. but may be RTNSS. Siaff 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 ir\ PRA space ITS Is risk significant category 3. 
Assigning equipment this category may impact M-rule 
end RTNSS issues. 

'
C.I.8.5� C.I.6.2.1,2 C.1.6.2.1-2 These sections require-a significant amount of detail on the affsite 1 1 For COL applications that reference a OCD for a 

C.l11.1 Section C.1.6.2.1.2-1 transmlssion system, much of which appears to be predicated upon the design that has been granted an exemption to the 
6.2� GDC 17 requirement for two physically independent circuits. Examples: requirement for two offsite sources. provide directiOn 
C.1.6.4.1� for the required subset of information on the 

(1) Section should require a Failure Modes end Enect Analysis (FM~A) transmission system that is required. Provide the basis� 
for the switchyard. This requirement should only apply to sites that must for the requirement for this information. Big picture� 
comply with GDC 17 (I.e. exclude pessive plants). question is what is required of passive plants with an� 
(2) FMEA and Stebility Analysis may not be complete at time 01 COLA exemption to GDC 17.� 
submittal due to availability of information for switchyard design. For plants thai require FMEA, provide methodology� 
(3) Local power sources and transmission paths for re-supply may be and schedule in COLA. FMEA provided when� 
under the control of 8 Transmission System Operator (T50) that is completed prior to fuel load. Issue also applicable to� 
independent of thEl1iCElnsee. This information may not be available at th transmission stability study.� 
time of COLA 5ubm.ittal. See Attachment 1· proposed guidance markup� 

C.1.6.6� C.I.6.2.2 This section identifies a requirement to: "Describe how the stability 01 th 1 1 Provide basis for this requirement or delete. 
grid is continuously studied as the loads grow and additional lines and 
generating lines are.added:· 

C.I.6.?� C.1.8.3.1.1 C.1.8.3.1.1-1 The requirement to discuss how RG 1.75 recommendations are met is 3 4 Discuss compliance in section C.1.8.1 and refer to 
C.1.6.3.2.1� redundant to section 8.1 requirements. Same comment applies for DC discussion in sections C.I.8.3.1.1 & C.1.8.3.2.1 

cables. (This comment applies to two entire paragraphs on 8ach section 
and not just the sentence containing RG 1.75.) 

C.I.S.6� C.1.6.3.1.1 C.I.6.3.1.1-2 System Capacity & Capability section discusses suitability of diesel 3 4 e.g.; 
generators for standby power source. Not all plant designs utilize ~ ...suitability of the standby power sources 10 ensure 
diesels, thus the wording should be mora generic. sufficient. .. ~ 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED� PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO: NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.8.9 C.1.8.3.1.3 Codes may change over life of plant;. "Electronic models~ of software arE 3 

C.I.B,3,2.3 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. 

C.1.8.10 C.1.8.3.1,3 (1) Section 4 for Equipment Protection does not specify that it only 3 
applies to safety-related equipment. 
(2) It is unduer 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 \ndudes discussion on DC fuses. 

CI.B.'1 C.J.B.3.1.3 Section on Power Quality (AC & DC) is a new reqUirement. Section doe 2 
C.I,B.3.2.3 not specify eny indUStry guidence (e.g, IEEE 519, RG 1.180); What 

parameters are concems, e.g. frequency, voltage, harmonic content 
(THO)? What acceptance criteria for VFDs are a concern (THO, "\?tch 
depth)? NRC concern on impact ofVFD operalion.on any class 1E 
power systems, but no criteria provided. 

C.I.B.12 C.I.B.3:2.1 C.1.8,3.2.1-1 Section 4 requires battery characteristic curves; Characteristic curves 1 
will not be available until batteries are purchased. which will be after 
COLA submittal. 

C,1.8.13 C.I.8.3.2.3 Page C.I.B-15 editorial changes: '3 
Wording under Short Circuit Studies and Monitoring and Testing 

C,1.8.14 C,1.8.4.2 Last sentence on passive system designs should be moved 10 the 2 
beginning of this section. 
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4� Provide "input decks" for electronic models to allow� 
NRC independent analysis. Identify codes used� 
independent of COLA� 

Section C.IIt.1 Ch 8.3 does not require codes for� 
designs based on OeD.� 

4 (1) Specify .... ,what safety related equipm~nt needs to� 
be considsflld for equipment protection...� 
(2) State that associated circuit analysis tor response t 
fire (e.g. separation) is covered in section C.1.9.5.1 
(3) Add separate section for DC system protection 
(C.I.B.3.2), or make section ·common". 

4� Section C.1I1.1 Ch B.3 does not require discussion on� 
power quality for designs based on OeD. Power qualit)� 
not discussed in AP-1000 DCD.� 

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

5� The second sentence should be:·ldentify the potential 
editorial·� effects that must be considered during testing, and the 

margins that are being applied: 
Under monitoring and training, delete the word existing 
tn the first sentence. 

4� More general discussIon aboul passive plants should� 
also be included in other applicable sections (e.g.� 
Offsite & Onsite AC requirements not al\ applicable to� 
passive designs). See markup in· Attachment 1.� 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.9.1 C.1.9.1.1.1, These paragraphs address ~means for maintaining a sub--clinical array.~ 3 5 Replace the word "clinical with the word "critical: 

C.1.9.1.2.1 The context of the paragraph suggests that the word ~clinical" should be 
replaced by the word "critical." 

C.I.9.2 C.1.9.1.4.2 The third sentence of the paragraph, which deals with the system 3 4 By comparison with the requirements of C.1.9.1.5.2. it 
description of the Fuel Handling System, states, "Component drawings, appears that the word ·procedures" should be replaced 
building layouts. and iIlustrs.tions of the fuel handling procedures should with "components" or "devices." 
also be provided: Please clarify what is meant by "illustrations qf the 
fuel handling procedures." 

.. 
C.1.9.3 C.1.9.1.5.1 Section C.1.9.1.5.1, "Design Basis", for Overhead Heavy Load Handling 3 1 Add the following: "A heavy load is defined as a load 

Systems: This section should be expanded to define nheavy weighing more than one fuel assembly and Its 
associated handling devIce.· 

C.1.9.4 C.1.9.1.5.1 Section C.1.9.1.5.1, "Design Basis", for Overhead Heavy Load Handling 3 1 Revise the opening sentence to read (italics added 
Systems: This section should be expanded to clarify what is being where new provision Is added: ·Provide the design 
protected from a heavy load drop. 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,n for Overhead Heavy Load 1 2 Delete "and illustrations of special lifting devices" from 
Handling Systems: The opening sentence requires that illustrations of the opening sentence. 
special lifting devices be submitted. At the time the COL application is 
being submitted, this informalion 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 Le. NUREG-0612. 

C.1.9.6� C.1.9:4.1 This section should use the terminology "Control Room Envelope" 2 3 This section should Include a definition of the CRE 
(CRE), consistent with Habitability Section C.1.6.4.2. Add the (areas included) or reference Section ·C.l.6.4.2 for the 
requirement to provide details on missile protection of outside air intake definition and cover the system serving the eRE. 
and 8)(haust louvers in Section C.1.9.4.1.1 Add ~unfiltered sir inleakage" 
In the examples given for tasting In Section C.I.9.4.1.4. 

C.1.9.7� C.1.93.43 EI9hth bulla! regarding Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA). 2 4 N/A 
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 th 
eves system provides no safety..,-elated function tor safe shutdown or 
design basIs accident mitigation, then no FMEA is required? 

C.1.9.8� C.1.9.3.4.4 e,1.9.3.4.4 Inspection and Testing Requirements 2 4 Move "Outline the operating procedures for the eves, 
Recommend the second sentence be transferred to C.1.9.3.4.2 Syste-:n including the controls for boron addition and primary 
Description as it does not pertain specifically to Inspection and Testing. coolant dilution," To Section C.1.9.3.4.2, 
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NO. NRCiDNcJ. COMMENT 
C.1.9.9 C.1.9.5.I.l The 4th bullet item pertains to Operator Manual Actions (OMAs). or 2 2 Regulatory provisions should be established in the OG 

recovery actions. that may need to be taken 10 mitigate spurious for the COL applicant to develop reasonable bases for 
actuations of equipment due to fire-induced circuit failures, or may the acceptability of OMAs 85 a post-COL submittal 
otherwise be needed to achieve and maintain safe shutdown during and activity. On this basis, the feasibility of OMAs could be 
after a fire. as~ssed by the NRC 8S part of the plant inspection 
The draft guIdance states that the Macceptance criteria- for OMAs should process. Meanwhile, the NRC and industry should 
be provided. along with the analyses (including thermal·hydraulic work to develop a minimum set of acceptance criteria 
analysis) to demonstrate that safe shutdown can be achieved and for OMAs moving 
maintained. 
Applicants may lack the [scenario·specific) technical input requirements 
deyeloped to the necessary leYel of dataillo adequata'y demonstrate th 
feasibility of OMAs at the COL submillal stage. 

C.1.9.10 C.1.9.5.4 C.1.9.5-1 Sections discuss detailed information requirements for diesel generator 2 4 Provide a discussion of what decreased level of 
through subsystems information is required for plants that do not have 
C.1.9.5.8 safety-related diesel generators. 

C.l.l0.1 C.I.l0.1 Section C.1.10.1 states -In addition, for all of the following sections, 3 3 Relocate statement and add at the end ·six months 
include a discussion of how the system design meets the applicable prior to application submittal". 
regulatory requirements and is consistent with the regulatory guidance 
available-, This statement is more appropriate for general statement of 
C.1.10 (before seclion C.1.10.1). 

C.1.10.2 C.1.10.3.6.1 For non..code components, provide e'xpeeted plant-specific material 1 4 It Is unclear what is meant by a "non·code componenr. 
property data such as chemistry, yie\d strength, fracture toughness data The first paragraph under C.1.10.3.6 states that this 
(KIC), Charpy V~notch energy, nil--ducti1ity temperature, and fracture section is only applicable to ASME Section III, Class 2 
appearance transition temperature. Identify appropriate tTAAC to verify and 3 components. This is reinforced in the lead 
the plant·specific material property data, including iden1ification of sentence to C.1. 10.3.6.1. In this context, a non·code 
manufacturer/fabricator, and heat number{s). component may refer to a component Installed in the 

Class 2 and 3 portion of the syStem that is not ASME 
code stamped. 

11 "non-code componentN is referring to components 
installed outside of Ihe ASME Section III, Class 2 and ~ 
(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 DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRCIDNO COMMENT 
C.1.10.3 C.1.10.3.6.1 For non-code components. provide plant-specific materials property dat 1 1 Suggest deletion of individuClllTAAC requirements in 

sue" as chemistry, yield strength, fracture toughness data (KIC.), this and other sections. The more global guidan'ce on 
Charpy V-notch energy, niJ--ductility temperature. fracture appearance ITMC identification and construction Is provided in 
transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITMe to verify the expects C.II.2 of DG·1145. This global guidance will provido fa 
material properties lnduding manUfacturer/fabricator, and heat consistent ITMe selection based on the overall safety 
numbor(s). philosophy of the design. As noted in C.ll.2: 

Per past practice for design certification and Section C.f1.2. ITAAC are uThe type of information and the level of detail included 
not established to verify material properties of non-code components In in the ITAAC Is based on a graded approach that is 
the steam and feedwater systems. Rather, NRC may verify actual commensurate with the safety·significance of the 
material properties through normal design implementation inspections. 'acility's SSGs, Top·level design information selected 

'or verification in the ITMe should contain the 
principal performance characteristics and safety 
functions of the SSCs, their importance in various 
sa'ely analyses, and their functions for defense-in
depth conslderalions.~ 

C.1.10.4� C.L104.7 The corresponding section of C.1I1.1 differentiates between the PWR 3 3 For clarity, please consider separate phrasing of BWR 
and BWR issues. and PWR requirements. 

C.1.10.5 C.1.10.4.9� Section discusses detailed information requirements for auxiliary 2 4 Provide a discussion a. what decreased leve' of 
feedwater systems� Information is reqUired for plants that do not have 

safety·related auxiliary feedwater systems or no 
aUXiliary feedwater systems. 

C.1.11.1 C.I.ll,� The highest priority for a nuclear plant is the safe, efficient generation of 1 1 Add a paragraph at the beginning of thIs section which 
C.III.1,Ch.11� electricity. Liquid and solid effluent processing can usually be provided recognizes off site vendor processing Of liquid and solie 

as an off site vendor service more competitively and with less distraction effluents as a nonnal. competitive business option and 
to the safe. efficient generation of electricity, Safety analyses for off site which does not require further discussion or 
vendor activities is addressed as part of the vendor facility license and i clarification in the SAR nor any relaled nowcharts. 
not appropriate to address in the nuclear plant SAR. Moreover, the 
option of when to use off site processing, which waste to process off It is appropriate to capture on site waste processing 
site, what quantity is processed off site, and what off site processing data and information in the nuclear plant SAR, and II is 
techniques might be selected at any given lime is a business reasonable to expect that a fixed andlor mobile 
competitive and economic issue which has no bearing on the plant SAR 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. 

C.1.11.2 C.1.11,� There is some confusion as to the requirement for P&IDs to be included 1 4 Add a comment that P&lDs are to be referenced in the 
C.lII.I.Ch.11� in the COLA or SAR. Eslablished precedence allows P&IDs to be COLA and SAR without actual inclusion of the P&IDs i 

referenced in the SAR without actual inclusion of the P&IOs in the SAR. tho COLA ond SAR. 
It seems reasonable to apply this precedent to the COLA. 
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~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRC IONn. COMMENT 
CI.11.3 C.U1, In advanced nuclear plants. mobile (incJuding skid-mounted) systems 2 4 Remove all references 10 "temporary" waste systems. 

C.III.1,Ch.11 are expected to be a key, common component oftha plant design. Sine relying on the term "mobile (including skid~mounted).· 

the systems and their connections are addressed In the engineered Remo....e alt references to "temporBry connections" and 
design drawings and SAR, and since the connections for such systems reptacewith "engineered, flexible connections," 
ara includad in tha P&IDs, the word "temporery" and "temporary Retarance should ba made \0 RG 1.143 and ANSI 
connections· adds a layer ot confusion which will adversely impact 40.37. 
routine installation, use. maintenance and replacement of such systems 
and connections. 

C.1.11.3 C.1.11,CIII.1, The problem arises because the term ~temporary as applied to nuclear 2 4 see above 
(continued) Ch.11 plant systems is strongly associated with temporary modifications and 

narrowty defined time limits for temporary modifications and temporary 
installations. Therefore, in most nuclear plants, the word -temporary" 
suggests an immediate engineering review and classification 8S a 
temporary modification with clear time constraints. In sharp contrast, the 
mobile system concept and design is intended for snort term (e.g., 
outage) and long term (e.g., up to 20 or more years) installations, as wei 
as inter-unlt 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. 

C.I.11.4 C.lII.l,Ch.11 It should be sufficient for a plant 10 state that waste will be disposed 1 1 Consistent with the preceding comment, each 
when an acceptable disposal option is available. If the plant recognizes occurrence of the following passage or similar passage 
that such an option is not available at the time the SAR is submitted or should be deleted: 
at a sUbsequent date, then the SAR should provide appropriate 
information for an interim storage fBicility or ISFSI, as applicable. Nlndicate what fraction, If any, of all solid waste 

processing will be contracted out to waste brokers or 
The ALWR design is intended for a SO~year licensing period. plus at specialized facilities. Describe the disposition of solid 
least 10 years for decommissioning. This is beyond the initial applicatior wastes generated by the plan once processed In such 
life of a commercial waste disposal facility, which means that every new a manner. Indicate Whether such processed wastes wI! 
plant faces a potential for having to store some waste for short periods be returned to the plant for subsequent disposal or will 
of time. If a disposal option is available, waste will normally go from the be shipped directly by the processor to an authorized 
processor to a disposal facility. If no disposal option is available, then low-level radtoactive waste disposal facility under 10 
the waste will be processed and returned or sent to an off site vendor CFR Part 61 or equivalent Agreement State 
storage facility. If the process and return option materializes as a matter regUlations.~ 

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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COMMENT DGSECTlON RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRr.Iri'NO. COMMENT 
C.1.11.4 C.lII.1,Ch.l1 Equally important, the "fraction of waste processing contracted out" will 1 1 see above 
(continued) vary as a matter of competitive routine based on disposal fees. waste 

characteristics, on site processing costs. and off site processing costs. I 
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 recognlie - 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. 

C.I.l1.5 C.1.11 The plant should describe the equipment to be used and provide any 1 1 All references to specific processing equipment (e.g., 
approprIate data. At present, very few USA nuclear plants rely on In compsctors, shredders, solidifying units) and 
house solidification, compaction, shredding, or crushing. processing methods (e.g., solidification) should be 

deleted where they might suggest a requirement for th 
lant 10 relv on such svstems. 

C.1.11.6 C.1.11 Many paragraphs and passages in DG-1145 appear to require details 1 2 The level of detail requested may not be available at 
related to specific processes, equipment and procedures that may not the time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary 
be available or accurately defined at the COLA. For example the types for COLA. The guidance should say that it is 
of training, specific procedures, process control program. Such data and acceptable to prOVide the requested information or 
documentation should be incorporated in the FSAR by reference and provide a general description and/or reference to 
made available for review prior to start-up. 'applicable codes and standards that will be used to 

implement the design described in the FSAR. The 
guidance may can for the COL applicant to provide a 
schedule for making this information available for NRC 
audit, but the schedule need not be part of Ihe COLA. 

C.1.11.7� C.I.ll There are several references to -10 CFR 20.1302n dose limits. 10 CFR. 3 1 Change 10 CFR 20.1302 to 10 CFR 20.1301 
20.1301 is the correct relerence for 1l1e10CFR20 dose limits. 

C.1.11.8� C.1.11 NRC Information Notice IN 91-40, Contamination of Nonradioactive 2 1 Include references to IN 91-40 and IE Bulletin 80-10 
System And Resulting Possibility For Unmonitored, Uncontrolled where appropriate. Include also in Section C.1.11.6 as 
Release To The Environment, should be included along with IE Bulletin references. 
No. 80-10 throughout these documents in discussions of contamination 
of non-radioactive systems. Based on industry Operational Experience Consideralion should also be given to including 
(DE), IN 9140 updates information published in IE Notice 80-10, and references to Reg. Guide 1.11 where appropriate. 
should be appropriately referenced. 

,C.1.11.9 C.1.11.2.1� AU references to asite-specific cost benefit analysis, regardless of 1 This item is suggestive of "best available technology" 
pg 3. para 1 purpose or liquid effluent type, should be deleted. This includes any and could lead to numerous, subjective challenges on 
and requiremenl to show that the proposed systems contain all items of the acceptablilty of the licensee approach. ·some 
General reasonably demonstrated technology thai, when added to the system in alternative language which could minimize the Impact 
Comment order of diminishing cost-benefit return, can for a favorable cost-benefit might be: 

ratio affect reductions in dose to the population or comparing equipment "10CFR50, Appendix I, para D. and Regulatory Guide� 
to outdated technology. Additionally requires an isotopic analysis that 1.143 Rev 2 provide the language and an acceptable� 
pertains only to surface waters. 10 CFR50 provides for an alternative alternative approach-.� 
approech.� 

Extensive references, discussion and justification are 
provided in Attachment 1 10 this Table. 
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CQMMENT DG SECTIQN ~ PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 Nn. COMMENT 
C.1.11.10 C.I.11.2.1 The required information is basically equivalent in SRP 11.2 Draft Rev. 2 1 Please note that this applies in multiple locations 

pg 3, para 2 3, Section 1I1.2.c &Section IV.3; SRP 11.3 Draft Rev 3, Section 1II.2.b & throughout DG-1145. 
SectionIV.3. plus it's associated E'!SB 11 a 5, Section B,1.b; SRP 11.4; 
DG·.1145 Section C.1.1 1.3 and DG-,145 Section C.1.3.1. However, it 
connicts with Regulatory Guide 8.8 Revision 3. 1978. Section C.2 on 
page 8.8-7. 
SRP 11.2 Draft Rev. 3 Section 1I1.2.c states: 
"The system capability to process wastes at design basis fission product 
leakage levels. Le., from 1% of the fuel producing power in a PWR or, in 
a BWR, consistent with a noble gas release rate of 3.7 MBqlsec per 
MWt(100 Cilsec per MWt) measured after 30 minutes delay." 
In conflict, RegulatOfy Guide 8.B 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." 

C.1.11.11 C.I.l1.2.1 ~Excessive· suggests an unplanned event or accident; the focus of the 3 , In the lest line of the peragraph, replace the word 
pg 3, para 3 SAR is on -normal operation, including anticipated operational "excessive" with "peak." 

occurrences." 
C.I.11.12 C.1.11.2.1 RG 1.143 also applies to in-plant systems (i.e., not just mobile 2 4 Reference to RG 1.143 should be made in the first 

pg 3, para 5 equipment). paragraph in C.1.11.2 on page 2 and C.U1.1.1.2, 
AND ensuring that it IS linked to in·plant systems as well. 

C.III.1, Sec This same comment applies to C.I.11.3, C.I.11.4, 
. '1.2.1 C,i11.11.3 and C.III.' 1.4. 

pg 116, bullet 
1 

C.l.11.13 C.1.11.2.1 With regard 10 plant interface, skid-mounted systems are mobile, and all 3 4 The term "mobile" should be clar.ified as "mobile 
pg 3, para 5 mobile and skid-mounted systems have the same plant interface (Including skid-mounted)." 

AND (connection) considerations in terms of the SAR. Confusion arises when 
C.III.1, Sec. DG-1145 provides extensive discussion on mobile systems, then it 
11.2.1 separately addresses skid-mounted systems with the same 
pg 116, bullel requirements. 
1 

C.I.11.14 C.1.11.2.1 At most plants. the liquid Radwaste System is always -in-service." 2 2 This paragraph requires inspection and lesting 
P9 4, para 4 T~erefore, unlike many other systems, It cannot be taken out of service provisions for periodic evaluation of operability and 

AND and lested. MonItoring of system perfonnance and function on a functional performance lAW RG 1.143, yet many 
C.III.1. Sec. dailytweekly basis meets the intent of this gUidance. operating plants have never committed to this 
11.2.1 guidance. It should t>e deleted as a requirement or 
pg 116, bulle' clarified as to intent and applicability. 
7 
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COMMENT DG SECTION Eillrn2. PRIORITY !!§§ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNo. COMMENT 
C.I11,15 C.l.11.2.1 A significant aspect of environmental contamination relates to 3 4 Add references to EPRI Groundwater documents 

pg 4, para 5 groundwater contamination. EPRlllas developed groundwater 
AND documents which capture the latest industry guidance, 8S well as 

C.1I1.1, Sec. industry lessons learned and technical references. These fvferences will 
11.2.1 be very useful in responding to this requirement. 
pg 116, bUllet 
9 

C.1.11.16 C.I.ll.2.2, 
pg4, Para 7 

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

3 4 Clarify lasl sentence regarding processing as follows: 
-Indicate the processing to be provided for all liquid 

AND radw8ste (e.g., the systems indicated in Regulatory 
C.1I1.1, Sec. Guide 1.143)." 
11.2.2 
pg 117, para 1 

C.I.11.17� C.I.11.2.3, It is not clear why the NRC is pushing 81 units, especially as a priority 1 1 On line 5 of Ihls paragraph, change •...and Ihe 
pg 5, para 4 over USA units. Becquerels are routinely required and as-more desirabl becquerel (curie) and radlonuclide content (the activity 

AND then curies (or perhaps the NRC is requiring both); other passages in and expected radionuclJde distribution...• to ·and the 
C.1I1.1,Sec. the SAR call for kg/yr and m3/yr. If the NRC is seeking an across-Ih.. activity and radionuclide (expecled radlonucllde 
11.2.3 board change, then it should do so for all licensees and all regulatory distribution...• 
pg 117, para 5 reqUirements. It is not appropriate to seek such a change within a new 

DG. This same comment applies throughout C.1.11 and 
C.111.11 

C.1.11.1B C.1.11.2.3, This is an operational consideration, requires specific knowledge of 1 1 Delete the first sentence. 
pg 5. Para 3 liquid waste processes and reactor water chemistry, and is not a 

reoulatorv consideration. 
C.i.11.19� C.1.11.23 This section states that Regulatory Guide 1.109 should be used to 1 1 Remove the requirement to compare RG 1.109 

pg 5, pera 5 calculate doses to members of the public, and then to compare the calculated doses to the 10CFR20 dose limits. and/or 
ANO doses to 10CFR20 dose limits. The problem with this requirement is tha provide more guidance on how to demonstrate 

C.III.l, Sac. RG 1.109 and 10CFR20 are based on dilferentlCRP dose compliance with the 10CFR20 dose limits such as wha 
11.2.3 methodologies and can not be directly compared. Moreover, RG 1-109 was provided in the Federal Register. 
pg 117, para 6 is out of date. Federal Register Vol. 56, No.ge, 5/21/91 which issued a 

revised 10CFR20, states that demonstrating compliance with the design . Alternatively, replace RG 1-109 with Federal GUidance 
objectives on 10CFR50. Appendix I, and tha limits of 40CFR190 will 11 and 12.. 
demonstrate compliance with the 0.1 r~m 10CFR20 dose limit. 

C.1.11.20� C.l.ll.3.1 RG 1.143 also applies 10 in~plant systems (i.e., not just to mobile or 2 4 Reference to RG 1.143 should be made in Ihe first 
pg 7, para 2 lemporary equipment). paragraph In C.1.11.3 on page 6, ensuring that it is 

AND linked to in.plant systems as well. 
C.III.1, Sec. 
11.3.1 
pg 117, para 1 
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~ 
C.1.11.21 

C.1.11.22 

C.1.11.23 

C.1.11.24 

C.I.11.25 

C.l11.26 
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DGSECTION RELATED EB!QB!I:( ~ RECOMMENDER WORDING 
NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 

C.I.113.1 This paragraph requires Inspection and testing provisions for periodic 1 1 Delete as a requirement or clarify as to intent and 
pg 8, para 4 evaluation of operability and functional performance lAW RG 1.143. yet applicability. 

AND many operating plants have never comm;tted to this guidance. 
C.III.1.Sec. 
113.1 Also. at most plants. the Gaseous Effluent System is always -in-service. 
pg 118, para 5 Therefore. unlike many other systems, It cannot be taken out of service 

and tested. Monitoring of system performance and function on a 
dailylweskly basis meels the Intent of this guidance. 

C.1.11.3.3 Same comment as above for C.11.2.3 with regard to RG 1·109. 1 1 Remove the requirement to compare RG 1.109 
pg 9, para 6 calculaled doses 10 the 10CFR20 dose limits, and/or 

AND provlde more guidance on how to demonstrate 
C.III.1, compliance with the 10CFR20 dose limits such as wha 
Soc.11.3.3 was provided in the Fe~eral Register, 
pg 119, para 5 

Alternatively. replace RG 1.109 with Federal Guidance 
11 and 12.. 

C.1.11.3.3 This section requires that, for gaseous radioactive releases, the license 1 1 Remove the sentence. "Demonstrate compliance with 
pg 9, para 6 must "demonstrate compliance with regUlations by comparing the regUlations by comparing the calculated effluents with 

AND calculoted effluonts with tho concentration limits of 10 CFR Part 20, the concentration limits of 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B 
CIII.1, Sec. Appendix 8, Table 2, Column 1". ShOWing compliance with the EC Table 2, Column 1" andlor provide NUREG-1301 and 
11.3.3 values in 10CFR20, App. B, Table 2 i. currently being performed only NUREG-1302 information that clarifies how the 
pg 119. pera 5 for liquid effluents per NUREG-1301 and NUREG-1302. As stated in 10CFR20 gaseous EC requirement can be met. 

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. 

C.I.ll.4.1 51 unit discussion again; should not be preferential 1 1 Delete 51 units or make them non-preferential (Le., do 
P9 10, para 5 not list them first). 

C.1.11.4 Mobile systems do not need to be skid-mounted 3 4 Delete the phrase "skid·mounted~ 

pg10. para 3 
AND 

C.III.1, Sec. 
11.4 
pg 119, para 6 

C.I.11.4.1 RG 1.143 also applies to in·plant systems (i.e., not just to mobile or 2 4 Reference to RG 1.143 should be made in the first 
P9 10, para 7 temporary equipment). paragraph in C.I.11.4 on page 10 and C.1I1.11.4 on 

AND page 119. ensuring that it is linked to in-plant systems 
C.III.1, Sec. as well 
11.4 
pg 120, para 1 
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~ 
NO 
C.L11.27 

DG SECTION ~ 
NRC 10 NO. 

C.1.11.4.1 
pg11,para3 

COMMENT 
As used in this paragraph, the word ~cleanjng~ is unclear. Clarification is 
recommended. It is also recommended that the phrase Mand ANSI 55.1" 
be added after "RegUlatory Guide 1.143~ along with an appropriate 
referenco to ANSI 55.1 in Section C.1.11.6. 

PRIORITY 

2 

~ 

• 
RECOMMENPED WORDING 

Clarification needed. 

Reference to be added. 

C.L11.28 

C.L".29 

C.1.11.4.1 
pg 11, para 3 

C.1.11.4.1 
pgl1,para6 

AND 
C.IIL1, Sec. 
11.4.1, 
pg 120, para 5 

The intent of the paragraph is not clear, specifically in reference to the 
term Kcleaning: Also add reference to ANSI 55.1, 

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

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 
dailylweekly basis meets the inlent 0.1 this guidance. 

2 

1 

4 

1 

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 
applicobiiity. 

C.1.11.30 C.L1'.4.2 
pg 12, para 5, 
line 1 

AND 
C.III.1, Sec. 
11.4.1, 
pg 120, para 8 

Discussed previously; technologies may not be used and are ~ot 

required. 
2 1 Delete any reference to so!idification, shredders, 

compactors, cru&hefS. 

. Cl11.31 C.1.11.4.2 
pg 12, para 5, 
line 1 

. AND 
C.III.1, Sec. 
11 .•.1, 
pg 120, para 8 

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 
sile vendors used. 

1 2 Delete Ihe sentence "list the system components and 
their design parameters... • 

C.1.11.32 C.I.11.4.2 
pg 12, pare 5, 
line 7 

Clarification; resolution of SI confusion. 3 1 Change " ...and radlonucllde and bGcquerel (curie) 
content." to "...activity and radlonuclida distribution." 

C.1.11.33 C.1.1'.4.2 
pg 12, para 1. 
lines 8-12 

This business option was discussed previously as a General Comment 
inC.1.11.9 

1 1 Delete lines 8-12 beginning with "Indicate what 
fraction ... 

C.1.1134 C.1.11.4.2 
pg 12, para 2 

This is adequately addressed irl 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 kglyr and m3/yr. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRclDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.l1.35 C.1.11.4.2 Solidification may not be used arid is not required. The process control 1 1 Change .....method and solidification media to be used 

pg 12, para 3 program is an NRC requirement and will automatically address this for solidifying 8ach..... to .....method for ~nverting wet 
AND infonnation. A requirement for compliance with the PCP appears on the waste to a solid waste for each..." 

C.III.1,S.c. top of page 14, paragraph 2, and should suffice. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 1 

C.I.ll.36 C.l.l1.4.2 Solid,ification not required and may not be used: fraction of off site waste 1 1 Delete paragraph which begins "Describe methods' for 
pg 12, para 4 processed is addressed abov~ as a business option and as not being solidification..... 

AND appropriate in the SAR. 
C.1I1.1, S.c. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 1 

C.I.ll.37 C.1.11.4.2 This is a solid waste section. liquid wastes aren't processed by solid 2 3 If paragraph is not deleted as recommended in 
pg 12, para 4 waste systems only wet wastes (resins, liquid filters, evaporator previous comment, then change".,. processed wet and 

concentrates, membrane rejects) a~ processed. liqUid wastes .. ,"to •.. , processed wet wastes ..... 

C.1.11.38 C.1.11.4.2 These shipping requirements are called out in the next section. They 2 3 Del.t. ·10 CFR Part 71, and applicabl. U.S. DOT 
pg 12, para 5 should not be stated in this paragraph. The Process Control Program regulations (49 CFR Parts 170·180): 

AND only addressed disposal waste form issues and cannot demonstrate 
C.lII.l, S.c. compliance with shipping regulations 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 2 

C.I.ll.39 C.1.11.4.2 SECY94·198 sup.....d.d GL 81·038. 2 1 In the last line of the paragraph, the reference to 
pg 12, p.ra 5 GLo038 should be r.placed with SECY 94·198. 

AND 
C.III.1, S.c. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 2 

C.1.1140 C.I.l1.4.2 This business option was discussed previously as a General Comment 1 1 Delete lines 4-9 beginning with ~Indicate what 
pg 13, para 1. inC.1.11.9 fraction ... ~ 

lines 4·9 

C.1.11.41 C.1.11.4.2 Compaction and baling may not be used and is not required 1 1 tn the first sentence. replace ·compaction and baling~ 

pg 13, para 1 with "processing.· 

C.l.l1.42 C.1.11.4.2 Clarification needed 8S to when applicable 3 1 Chang. • ...Part 61.56: to • ... Part 61.56 (Stability)" 
pg 13. para 2 

C.I.l1.43 C.I.l1.4.2 Flexibility is needed to preclude constant, non·valuable updates to SAR. 3 1 In the first line, replace "Describe the type and size" 
P9 13, para 4 with ·Oescribe the typical type and size... 

C.I.l1.44 C.1.11.4.2 Filling and handling are not methods to obtain loose contamination or 3 1 Change h ...method offilling, handling and monitoring" 
pg 13, para 5 measure radiation levell!. to ..... method of monitoring." 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1.11.45 

DGSECTION 

C.1.11.4.2 
pg 13, para 6 

C.I.11.46 C.I.11.4.2 
pg 13, para 7 

C.1.11.47 C.1.11.4.2 
pg 13, para 8 

C.I.11.48 

C.I.11.49 

C.1.11.4.2 
pg 14, para 1 

AND 
C.lII.1,Se.c. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 3 
C.I.11.4.2 
pg 14, para 1 

AND 
C.III.1, Sec. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 3 

C.1.11.50 C.1.11.4.2 
pg 14, para 1 

AND 
C.III.1,See. 
11.4.2, 
pg 121, para 3 

C.1.11.51 C.1.11.4.2 
pg 14, para 2· 
3 

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

~ - PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NRCIDNo. COMMENT 

There Is no 5 year limit for on~sit9 storage. This foriner r~qulrement of 1 1 Delete "(up to 5 years)". 
GL 81..()38 was superseded by SECY 94-198, which specifically deleted� 
the S·year limit. Also update SRP 11.4, Append 11 .4..A, pg 11.4-22.� 

" 

SRP 11.4 contains outdated guIdance on this topic, 

Paragraph is unclear. Moreover, ills not common in current SARs and 1 1� The following is recommended: -Discuss provisions for 
should be considered for deletion or should be entirely rewritten.� moving waste containers to storage and shipping 

areas. Also discuss the potential for 105s of radioactive 
contents due to dropping containers from cranes, 
forklifts. monorails. etc. Describe provisions for 
collecting and processing any lost contents and 
decontaminating containers. Describe provisions for 
waste storage prior to shipping, including storage 
proVisions, storage capacity. etc," Delete the balance 0 

the paraaraph. 
Clarification; resolution of 81 confusion. 2 4� Change "...and radionuclide and becquerel (curie) 

content." to ", ..activity and radionuclide distribution," 

P&IDs and process now diagrams: Only one or the other shoUld be 1 4 On line 1, change "P&IDs and process flow diagrams" 
required, based on the specific plant design, to "P&IDs or process flow diagrams" 

Clarification: minimizes ambiguity and potential for expanded scope of 3 1 On tine 5, change "anticipated" to "expected" 
analysis to "all possible anticipated events," 

This information applies to liquid wastes; it should not appear in the soli 2 3 Delete last two sentences on lines 5-8 where the 
waste section. paragraph states "Provide information on 

instrumentation..... 

This infonnation applies to liquid wastes; it should not appear in the soli 2 3 Delete paragraphs 2~3, which begin with ·Provide 
waste section. P&IDs which indicate..." and "'n addition, provide 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.l.l'.52 

C1.11.53 

C.1.11.54 

DG SECTION ~ 
NRr InNn. 

C.I.11.4.3 
pg 14. para 6 

C.1.11.4.3 
pg 15. para 3 

C.1.11.4.3 
pg 15, para 3 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
For clarification purposes. This sectlon is for solid waste, and releases 2 
tends to be (1) generally applicable to liquid and gaseous effluents; and 
(2) focused on clearance (unrestricted release) rather than the extensiVE 
listinn near the bottom of the same paQ8. 

(1) clarification; and (2) typo. 3 

Mention of liquid and gaseous waste not applicable to solid waste 2 
section. 

BASIS 

4 

5 

3 

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 
release points and disposal methods... 
In item 2 following paragraph 6, delete -liquid, 
gaseous: 

C.1.11.55 C.I.l1.4.3 
pg 15, para 1 

AND 
C.III.1. 
5ec.11.4.3, 
pg 121, para 4 

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 

C.I.ll.56 

-

C.I.l1.4.3 
pg 15, para 1 

AND 
C.1I1.1.Sec. 
11.4.3, 
pg121, para 4 

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

This same concept applies to the ODCM. 

In addition, the PCP does not apply to transport. 

1 2 Delele the requirement. 

This same concept applies to any requirement for 
submittal af the ODeM. 

Also delete reference to "NRC and DOT shipping 
ragula!;ons (Part 71, and 49 CFR 171-180)" 

C.1.11.57 C.1.11.5 
pg 15, para 5 

Clarification. 3 4 Replace ·summarized here, including now diagrams 
and essential design features· with "referenced here.

C.1.11.58 

C.1.11.59 

C.I.11.5 
pg 15. para 6 

C.I.11.5.2 
pg 17. para 2 

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

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

2 

2 

4 

1 

Include a reference to EPRI Report TR-l01965 8S an 
acceplaple 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.l.l1.60 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 sUDflrseded etc. 

2 4 Clar1ncatlon and co~pletenBss of references 
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.~ DGsECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC In Nn. COMMENT 
C.1.11.61 C.L11.6 References are addressed without specific revision numbers. It is critlca 2 4 1) Add a requirement for a table of references to ~ 

thai those developing and reviewing each document know which induded in the COLA which contains the specific 
regulatory or other references applied. This Is especially true for revision number used by the applicant for each 
frequently or annually revised RGs and NUREGs. as well as for referenCB. 
periodically revised ANSI standards an'd industry standards (including 2) II is'requesled that the NRC provide industry with a 
the EPRI URD). discussion regarding which reference revision numbers 

are to be used in developing the COLA and the SAR 
(e.g .. NUREG·1307 rev 11, "most current'). This 
discussion would be expected to apply throughout 
current and future COLA and SAR development. 

C.1.11.62� C.1.11.6 Clarification and completeness of references routinely used by industry 2 4 General comment -Add an ·Industry Standards· 
(e.g., NEI; EPRI or olher guidance documents). section to identify NEI, EPRI or other guidance 

documents and key technical reports Which are 
Similarty. embedded references within other DG·1145 references shoul routinely used by industry andlor recognized by NRC 
be included. For example, if a Regulatory Guide is referenced as the as an acceptable approach. 
source of a reqUirement, but within the RG is an explicit related or 
controlling reference to an ANSI standard, then the ANSI standard is Add all applicable embedded references. 
considered 8S an ~embedded· standard" and should be referenced in 
DG,1145. 

C.L11.63 C.1.11.6, pg 1� The conversion factors in RG 1.109 are outdated. Those contained in 3 1 Replace RegUlatory Guide 1.109 with Federel 
the Federal Guidance are based on more current guidance and models. Guidance Reports 11 and 12. 

C.L11.64 C.1.11.6, pg 1� Regulatory Guide '."0 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 De'e'e RegUlatory Guide 1.113. 

C.1.11.66 C.I.11.6, pg1S� GL-81-038 replaced by SECY 94-198. 1 1 Delete Generic Letter 81-038; add SECY 94-198 

C.1.11.67 C.1.11.6,� Additional references 3 4 IN 91-40 
References� IE Bune~n 80,10 

Regulatory Guide 1.11 
ANSI 40.37 

C.1.11.68 C.1.11.2.3� Compliance with EPA 40CFR190 is required as part of section 11.2. 2 4 Delele this reference from here (also sectlon 
pg 5. para 5 Compliance wilh this slandard has typically been part of Ihe Offsite Dos C.1.11.3.3) and indude il as pert of the ODCM 

AND Calculation Manual. discussion in C.1.11.5.2. 
C.1.11.3.3 
pg 9, pora 6 

C.1.11.69 C.1.11.3.2� Identification of the types of adsorbent media to be used is required. 2 2 Require identification-of only the general type of 
pg 9. para :3 However, the detailed type of this media will. be determined based upon adsorbent media. along with perfonnance 

performance and availability throughout the plant operation. Technology characteristics assumed. 
improvements should not be precluded from adoption by requiring 
excessive detail here. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO NRCiDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.12.1 C.1.12 Many of the requirements in this document appear to require details 1 2 The levol of dotail roquoslod may not bo availablo at 

General1 related to specific processes, equipment and procedures that may not the time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary 
be accurately defined at the COLA. For 8;ltample the types of portable for COLA. The guidanco should say that ills 
and in-plant radiation protection instrumentation, training, specific acceptable to proVide the requested information or 
procedures, as well as discussion of routine survey frequencies, etc. provide a general description andlor reference to 

applicable cocIes and standards that will be used to 
implement the design described in the FSAR..The 
guidance may caU 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. 

C.1.12.2 C.I.12.12, At the end of the first paragraph of this sedion: "These descriptions 2 4 Define which document they are referring to. OR 
Para. 1 should be detailed in the SAR, inclUding an indication of whether and, if deleted "as well as other industry developed design 

so, hoW the plant will implement and follow the design consideration guidance that incrudes ALARA aiteria" 
guidanco provided in Soction C.I of Rogulatory Guide 8.8, as woll 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 th 
DG·1145. For example when it says "as well as other industry develope 
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 ide~ of making sure that 
the COL applicants have all the documents and regulations they need I 
follow on hand so as to decrease the number of RAts. 

C.I.12.3 C.U2.1.2, "Include a general discussion of the plant's approach to meeting the 2 4 Needs clarification and definition of "requirements." 
para 3 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 property 
imnlemented nrier to the issuance of oDeratino licenses." 

C.1.12.4 C.U2.1.3 First paragraph of this section requested information, such as "Describe 2 2 Refer to General Comment 1. 
the methods to be used to develop the detailed operational plans, 
procedures, and policies." This data may not be available during the 
desi,gn and construction phase. This information may not be available 
until the fuelina bee ins. 

C.1.12.5 C.1.12.2.1 Specify what kind and the detail of information is being asked for, i.e. 3 4 Specify what kind and the detail of information is being 
what kind of isotopes at what dose ranges, what detail is meant by asked for, I.e, what kind of isotopes at what dose 
"location" of the source. ranges, what detail is meant by "location" of the source 

C.I.12.6 C.1.12.2.1 It is not dear how N·16 sources from BWR operation are contained 3 4 Requires clarification. 
sources. 

C.I.12.7 C.I.12.2.1 Instrument calibration methods ltnd radiation sources used for 2 2 Requires clarification. 
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 renorted? . 
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COMMENT DGSECTION ~ PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNn. COMMENT 
C.1.12.8 C.I.12.2.1 Revise this to provide separate requirements that are dependent on 2 4 This section should specify separate requirements 

source origination (owner license, other license. 8tC.) and plant status. depending on criteria such as during operation 
conditions. sealed sources, accident sources, site 
boundaries button sources etc. 

C.1.12.S C.I.12.2.1 "Provide a listing of isotope, quantity, form, and use 01 all sources in this 3 4 Please provide clarification for this requirement. Is this 
latter category that exceed 100 millicuries.- Is this only for sealed applicable only to portableliMtalled sources. 
sources? Is this for any non-reactor generated source in the plant. What 
is the reQUlatolV basis for the 100 mililcuries limit? 

C.1.12.10 C.I.12.2.2 ''This description should Include those airborne sources that are created 2 4 This is a vert broad statement that requires 
by leakage, opening formerly closed containers, storage of leaking fuel clarification. Please define how we would define 
elements, and $0 forth. ~ leakage - is this design leakage? What are closed 

containers? Waste? Tanks? 
C.1.12.11 C.1.12.4.2 & The referenced sections refer to NUREG 0737. Since this NUREG was 2 4 NUREG 0737 should be revieWed to ensure that the 

C.1.12.3 written significant regUlatory work has been done that changes many of Industry does not re-commit 10 reqUirements resolved 
the requirements or allows for altemate ways to meet the intent of the following publication of the document. 
uidance. 

C.1.12.12 C.1.12.3.1, -Also. indude descriptions of methods for redUcing the production, 2 2 Specify the time frame when this information i~ 

para 2 distribution, and retention of activation products through design, materia expected. 
selection, water chemistry, decontamination procedures, and so forth. n 

C.1.12.13 C.I.12.3.1, ~his is a complex paragraph that asks for a significant volume of 2 2 The level of detail requested may not be Bvailable al 
para 3 information. (he time the COLA is submitted and is not necessary 

"Provide scaled layout and arrangement drawings of the facility, On for COLA. The guidance should say that it is 
these drawings. show the locations of all sources described in Section acceptable to provide the requested information2!.. 
12.2 of the SAR and identify those sources In a manner that can easily provide a general description and/or reference to 
be related to tables containing the pertinent and necessary quantitative applicable .codes and standards that will be used to 
source parameters. Accurately locate positions. indi(;ating the implement the design described in the FSAR. The 
approximate size and shape of each source. On the layout draWings, guidance may call for the COL applicant to provide a 
provide the radiation zone designations, including zone boundaries for schedule for making this information available for NRC 
normal operations. refueling outages, snd post-accident conditions audit, but the schedule need not be part of the COLA. 
(based on the applicable guidance in Regulatory Guides 1.3, 1.4, 1.7, Items 1 and 2 below also address this same paragraph 
and 1.183). Reference other chapters of the SAR. as appropriate. The but are three ·Proposed Altemat.s- that address 
layout drawings should show shield wall thicknesses; traffic patterns different Issues. The concerns are as follows: 1) this 
(includ"'9 post-aCCident access routes to and from vital areas): and complex paragraph should be split up so that it Is 
locations of controlled access areas (including locked 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 andJor unit 
startup win require a 10 CFR50.59 evaluation. This 
requires a significant effort 
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~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO~ NRCIDNO, COMMENT 
C.1.12.13 C.1.12.3.1, high and very high radiation areas), personnel and equipment 2 2 on the part of the licensee solely due to inadequate 
(continued) para 3 decontamination areas, personnel rocker and changeout rooms, initial guidance. 

contamination control areas, radiation protection facilities, airbome 
radioactivity, area and portal radiation monitors, the solid radw8ste 
processing area and control panels for radwaste equipment and 
components, the anslte 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 operation<ll 
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 
bvoroduct material." 

C.1.12.14 C.1.12.3.5 end C.III.1 retains the section header "12.4 Dose Assessment", whereas C.I 3 5 C.III should revised to be consistent with C.I. 
C.III.1, Sec removes the 12.4 numbering completely. This creates a different sub
12.4 section numbering for the last section. between CJII.1 and C.I 

C.U2.15 C.1.12.4, Prior to initial loading of fuel in the reactor, the program described in this 3 4 Requires clarification 
s.cond # (3) section will be fully implemented, with the exception of the organiza1lon, 

faciHties, eqUipment, instrumentation, and procedures necessary for 
transferring, transporting or disposing of radioactive materials in 
eccordencewilh 10 CFR Pert 20, Subpart K, and applicable 
reauirements in 10 CFR Part 71. 

C.1.12.16 C.1.12.4,le.1 "Identify the staffing levels, instrumentation and equipment. facilities, 2 4 Revise to indicate that crHeria used for defining these 
para procedures, and training necessary to ensure radiation safety of worker parameters should be provided in the application. 

and the public for each phase of i~plementation.8This information will 
not be available until before the start of operation. 

C.I.12.17 C.I.12.4.2 This section appears to address fixed and portable instrumentation and 2 3 Modify this section to clarify that only portable 
also facilities. Fixed instrumentation is addressed in 12.3.1 and 12.3.4. instrumentation and radiation protection facilities are 
Facilities are addressed in sections 12.3.1 and in part in others. addressed in Ihis section. 

C.1.12.18 C.I.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 Change "Oescribe the types of detectors and monitors, 
as well as the quantities...8to "Describe the typical 
types of detectOnl and monitors, as well as the 
minimum quantities..." 

C.1.12.19 C,I.12.4.2 C.I.12-11 applies to non-OeD COLA only. There will be no OCO to refer 3 4 Delete first sentence: "This section of the SAR need 
"Facilities", to. not include..... 
para 1 

C1.12.20 C.I.12.4.3, Use of the term disposal in the last sentence of thl! first paragraph 2 4 Modify last sentence to use the term disposition in lieu 
Contamination implles that it will be disposed at a licensed buriill facility. oldisposel. 
Control, para 
1 
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CQMMENT DGSECTION RELATEP PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORplNG 
No. NRCIDNO COMMENT 
C1.12.21 C.I.12.4.3, IN 91w40 uses industry experience to update IE 80-10 3 1 Rererence IN 91-40 here 

Contamination 
Control, para 
2 

C.I.12.22 C.1.12.4.3. The detailed procedures for refueling, etc.. are not appropriate for 3 4 Clarify second sentence: "Include a description of the 
Personnel inclusion In this section. This should address only the AlARA aspects. ALARA asps'cls of the radiation protection procedures 
Monitoring used in refueling ...• 
and Dose 
Control, para 
3 

C.1.12.23 C.1.12.4.3, Significant typo 3 5 In sentence 3, change ·position conlfor to "positive 
Radioactive typo control: 
Meterial 
Control, para 
1 

C.1.12.24 C.1.12.5 Add RG 1.140 3 I Referenced document in main text 
C.1.12.25 C.1.12.5 25 Outdated. 3 I Delete RG 8.28 
C.1.12.26 12.5 Sutrnumbers are nol correct (start with 49) 3 5 Change to 1 • 3 

tvoo 
C.1.12.27 C.I.12.5 Many documents referenced in this guidance direct the user to other 3 4 Add c:ross referenced documents to ~he Reference list. 

supporting documents. The guidance document reference list. does not 
appear to list all of those cross referenced documents and therefore is 
an lncom lete reference list. 

C;I.12.28 C.1.12.3.3 It is slated in the first peragraph of this section that the intent of the 2 3 Reformat Para 110 move the following to the 1st 
2nd para. section is to address those items ~not addressed in Chapter 11 or sentence: "Section 12.3.3 of the SAR should describe 

described in Chapter 9", however the statement to that effect is not any ventilation system protective'features that are not 
concise nor in the optimalloeatlon in that paragraph. addressed in Chapter 11 or described in Chapter 9." 

C.1.12.29 C.I.'2.4.3 Bioassays is redundant. Monitoring bioassays is covered completely in 2 3 Delete bioassays from this requirement 
Respiratory the previous section of C.1.12.4.3 under the heading ·Personnel 
Protection Monitoring and Dose Control." See the 1st para. 2nd sentence. 
2nd para. 
1st bullet 

C.1.13.1 C.1.13.1 NRC should consider changing the required format for section 13,1 to 3 5 Placing it in an appendix would make it simpler for the 
include 8n appendix in which would be placed all the design and applicant in the future to maintain the FSAR as a living 
construction information currently required in subsection 13.1.1. This document. 
infonnaUon becomes historical after construction/startup and Is general! 
removed from site FSARs. 

C.1.13.2 C.1.13.1 C.1.13.1-1 NRC shOUld consider changing the required format for section 13.1 to 2 5 Removing the site specific information to an appendix 
include a table or appendix which would contain information Which is sit would allow the NRC to perform only one required 
specific or different from a standard/generic FSAR section 13.1. review of the required infonnation in the FSAR and if 
Industry and NRC are currently attempting to make much of the FSAR the applicant adopted the previously reviewed FSAR 
generic. section the only new reviews required for the NRC 

would be that information In th~ suggested table or 
aooendix. 

C.I.13.3 C.1.13.1 Items 13,1.1, d. and e. seem to be asking for the same information 2 4 Clarify the expectations or combine items d. and 8. 

exc80t that d, uses the ad'ective ~aeneral". 
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~ OG SECTION ~ 
NO. NRC ID No. 
C.I.13.4 C.1.13.1.1 

C.1.13.5 C.1.13.1.1 

C.1.13.6 C.I.13.1.1.1 

C.I.13.7 C.1.13.1.1.1 

C.1.13.6 C.1.13.1.2 

C.1.13.9 C.1.13.1.2.1 C.J.13.1.2.1-1 

C.1.13.10 C.I.13.2 

PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
COMMENT 
The section requests detail that does nol impact public health and 1 
safety. Presentation of the numbers Is highly variable considering 
contractor or utility experience and task duration. All requests for 
numbers or People should be eliminated. 
This section requests detaillhat does not impact public health and 1 
safety. Organizational alignments do not add value to the descriptions 
and are not useful. For the industry 10 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, 100 much oftha information belongs in 13.1.2 relative to 
Operating Organization. 

3 
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 
accomolished before oreooerational testino beains. 
This section is too large because It includes Design, Construction and 1 
Operating Responsibilities. Organization alignment information is 
provided that does not impact public hearth and safety. As an example, 
delete the requirement for organization charts. Simplify the presentation 
of informati<?n and focus only on functions and qualifications. 

It is not necessary to differentiate between an operating organization 2 
responsibility and support organization responsibility at the site. Pull sit 
operational functions out of 13.1.1 and place in 13.1.2. Only address 
function and qualification. Remove organization charts and organizatio 
alignment des~riptions. Only include a description of required functions 
and aualifications. 
Plant Organization, first sentence This sentence requires an applicant 1 
to provide an organization chart showing the title of sech position, 
number of persons assigned, etc. An industry comment proposed thai 
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 
confinned through inspections after the COL application is filed. This 
comment was addressed in Appendix I of DG·1145 with the NRC 
documenting their concurrence with the comment. However, subsectiol'1 
13.1.2.1 was not revised to reflect the adequacy of the alt8mats 
aooroach. 
Chanae the title of 13.2 to Trainlna Proaram 3 
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2� Delete any reference to numbers of people or 
percentage of time assigned to the project in the 
opening paragraph. item 3 and item 6. 

2 
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 ~Managementof 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. 

4� This item is more appropriately relocated to Subsection 
13.2, Training. 

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 an~ 

qualifications. 

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 beoome reference section. 

2 It is recommended that subsection 13.1,2.1 be revised 
to reneet 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. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION ~	 eB!QB!I! BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.11 C.1.13.2 

C.1.13.12 C.1.132 

C.1.13.13 C.1.13.2.1 

C.1.13.14 C.1.13.2.1.1 C.1.13.2-6 

C.1.13.15 C.I.13.2.1.1 

C.1.13.16 C.1.13.2.1.1 

Too much detail is being requested for submlttalln the training program 1 
descrlpllons. None of this can be entered until the systematic approach 
to training is followed and materials are actuallY developed. 

The second sentence of the first paragraph refers to requalitication 1 
programs as required in 10 CFR 50.54 (i)(I-1). This section of 50.54 
states "Within three months after issuance ot an operating license, the 
licensee shall have in effect an operator requalification program which 
must as a minimum, meet the requirements or § 5S.S9(c) of this 
chapter.

First paragraph - at the end af this paragraph, reference is to Section 3 
13.2.3. Following renumbering from initial draft, 'he correct reference is 
13.2.2. 
These items specify that license applicants should identify the proposed 2 
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-1145.. This comment was 
addressed In Appendix I of DG·1145 with tha NRC documenting their 
concurrence with the comment. However, subsection 13.2.1.1 was not 
revis&d to delete the reference to training course durations. It is 
recommended that the references to proposed training course durations 
be removad from itams (1), (3), and (6) of Subsection 13.2.1.1. 

Too much descriptive detail is requested, in this section. Schedules are 1 
not needed, it Is enough to say that sufficient operators shall be licensee 
prior to fuel load. Items 1 ..e request too much descri ption on what is 
reqUired by 10CFR55. No need t~ add this level of detaiL For items 1
10 too much detail is requested for 10CFR50.120 programs. 

For clarity, add additional level of numbering for this section: 13.2.1.1.1 3 
for licensed plant staff, 13.2.1.1.2 for non-licensed plant staff 

Paga 44 of 131 

2� Revise guidance to indicate that the application should 
include a commitment to SAT and applicable regulato!) 
requirements. 

1� The industry beliaves lhallhe proposed part 52 rula 
language published in the federal register on March 13 
2006 should be incorporated in this section. 
Specifically "Within three (3) monlhs 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 
reaualificatlan orol'lram.M 

5� Modify as indicated 

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. 

2� Add a reference to section 13.4 that describes the 
operational program requirements. 'Delete detail 
requested in 1-6 for QPS 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. 

4 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1.13.17 

C.1.13.18 

C.1.13.19 

C.1.13.20 

C.1.13.21 

C.113.22 

C.1.13.23 

C.1.13.24 

C.1.13.25 

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145. 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

DGSECTION RELATED E.BlQ!illY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
~NO COMMENT 

C.1.13.2.1.1 These Items specify that license applicants should provide the subject 1 2 II is recommended that the references to proposed 
matter including a syllabus or course description for the proposed training syllabi or equivalent course descriptions be 
training courses in the COL application. The industry provided removed from Subsection 13.2.1.1. 
comments that they believed it was not possible to prescribe syllabi or 
similar detailed course· descriptions prior to the systems approadl to 
trainIng as described In 10 CFR 55.4 and that predetennination of 
course content is inconsistent with the systems approach to training and 
that the reference to syllabi of equivalent course descri ptions should be 
removed from DG·1145. This comment was addressed in Appendix I of 
DG-1145 wi~ the NRC making no distinction between course topics anc 
a svllabus. 

C.I.13.2.1.1 Licensed Plant Staff Item 4 identifies RG 1.149 along with several 3 1 Separate RG 1149 from the regulations cited and refer 
regulations and refers to all 01 them as ~requirements: The NRC RG is to it explicitly 8S guidance. 
onl' euidance not a reQuirement. 

C.1.13.2.1.1 Non-licensed Plant Staff Item 2 indicates that the application should 3 1 N/A 
inetude -a commitment to maet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.120 at 
least 18 months before fuelload.~ There is no need to commit to a 
regulation. Regulallons are already required 10 be met, with or wllhoul • 
commitment 

C.1.13.2.1.1 C.1.13.2-S Text refers to development of a schedule including course durations for 3 2 Industry recommends removal of requirements for 
(1) and the licensed operator training program and each part of the training course durations and timelines from.the FSAR 
13.2.1.2 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. 

C.1.13.2.1.1 Text specifies the development of program implementation timelines. 1 2 Remove section 13.2.1.2 and references to timeline in 
(1) and The industry believes the level of detail requested in these FSAR seetio 13.2.1.1 
13.2.1.2 is beyond that necessary to support required COL findings. Consistent 

with SECY-QS-Q197, industry believes that timeline information should 
be supplied·as part of program implementation matBfials separately 
from the FSAR. 

C.1.13.2.1.1 Text specifies evaluation of training program effectiveness for all 2 4 Revise text to include only training programs for 
(9) employees in accordance with SAT. Industry believes that the FSAR licensed employees and personnel covered by 10 CFR 

section 13.2 only includes specific· training programs for personnel 55.120. 
detailed in the section (e.g. licensed personnel and personnel covered 
bv 10 CFR 55.120.) . 

C.1.13.2.1.1(1) First sentence requires that course length be identified. This lnformatio 1 2 Remove from text. 
will not be known at the time of COL aoolication 

C.1.13.2.1.1(1 This section discusses the training provided to aU employees regarding 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
0) physical security. This information will be included in section 13.6. regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 

Additional information wilt also be included in the Physical Security Plan. post-COL. 
which is a separs1e document that will be developed post-COL 
aDDlication. 

C.1.13.2.1.1(2) First sentence refers to the inclusion of 10 CFR: 55.31 (how to apply for 2 4 Delete reference to 10 CFR 55.31 
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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COMMENT OGSECTION ~ PRIORllY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO: NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.13.26 C.1.13.2.1.1(3) First sentence - subject matter, course description and durations will be 2 2 Revise document 10 allow commitment to meet 

developed using SAT post-COL application regulation with verification by N~C during inspection 
ost-eOL 

C.1.13.27 C.1.13.2.1.1(4) Reference is made to 10 CFR 55.31 (how to apply). This is not related 2 4 
to descrlotion of simulator C80abilitv and should be deleted. 

C.1.13.28 C.1.13.2.1.1(4) Paragraph requires the COL applicant to stateh.2w its program will meet 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
regulatory requirements and gUidance, including fidelity to the plant and regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 
control room. This Information will be contained in plant administrative post-eOL. 
procedures that Will_be developed post-COL application. 

C.L13.29 C.1.13.2.1.1(4) The fire protection program description will be included in FSAR section 1 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
9.5.1. The fire protection training program will be developed to meet the regUlation with verification by NRC during inspection 
requirements of NFPA Standard 600. Training program information post·COL 
detailed in this section of 0(;,1145 will be developed post-COL 
aoplication. 

C.L13.30 C.L13.2.1.1(7) C.L13.2.1.1· This section discusses Emergency Plan training. Emergency Plan 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 
13 training will be included in the Emergency Plan, which is a separate regulation with verification by NRC during Inspection 

document that will be develooed post-COL apollcatlon osl·COL. 
C.1.13.31 C.1.13.2.1.1(8) Paragraph requires the COL applicant to state how its program will meet 2 2 Revise document to allow commitment to meet 

regUlatory requirements and guidance, Including fidelity to the plent and regulation with verification by NRC during inspection 
control room. This information will be contained in plant administrative post·COL. 
procedures that will be developed post-COL application. 

C.1.13.32 CI.13.2.1.2 These items specify that license applicants should Identify the proposed 1 2 It is recommended that the references to proposed 
training course durations in the COL application. The industry provided training course durations be removed from items (1), 
comments that they believed il was not possible to prescribe course (3), end (6) of Subsection 13.2.1.1. 
durations prior to the systems approach 10 training as described in 10 
CFR 55.4 and thai predetermination of course durations is inconsistent 
with the systems approach 10 training and that the reference to training 
course durations should be removed from DG-1145. This comment W8lii 

addressed in Appendix I of OG-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, 

C.L13.33 CJ.13.2.1.2 The first sentence of the section contains connicting text. 3 4 Revise by deleling the last three words of the sentence 
"followino lant crlticalitv". 

C.L13.34 C.L13.2.2 NUREG-0711, -Human Factors Engineering Program Review Moder, 1 4 Delete the reference. 
should not be listed as a reference for this seelion. This NUREG Is 
applicable to detailed development of training programs, bul is not 
applicable to the high-level program description provided by FSAR 13.2. 

C.L13.35 C.L13.2.2 RG-1.134,"Medical Evaluation of Licensed Personnel at Nuclear Power 1 4 Delete the reference. 
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 hiQh-level prOQram description. 
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~ DG SECTION ~	 PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING~ND. NRCiDNcJ.� COMMENT 
C.I.13.36� C.I.13.3 The emergency dass definitions have been revised to include security 1 1 The emergency plan should include the Emergency 

events. Classification definitions contained in NRC 9l 2005-02 
or those developed by NEI and endorsed by the NRC 
in RIS 2006-12. 

C.1.13.37� C.1.13.3 This confirmation of agreement does not need to be a permanent part 0 2 4 The applicant should provide some form of 
the E~plan. Also, the letter showing offsite agency agreement is needed confirmation of the agreement, such as a lettsr signed 
whether or not there are other reactors at the site. by State and local governmental authorities, with the 

application; 

C.1.13.38 C.1.13.3 This should be able to be provided by reference to other sections. 2 2 Add Ihe following sentence after the second paragraph 
on page C.I.13·11:"'t is acceptable to reference the 
sections in the FSAR that address site characteristics 
to satisfy this reauirement. . 

C.1.13.39 C.1.13.3 Existing regulations do not require submittal of State and local 1 1 In addition to the NRC's regulations (described above). 
emergency response procedures, just plans. (10 CFR 50.33(g») 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. 

C.1.13.40 C.1.13.3.1 C.1.13.3.1-1 It is pennissible for the Emergency Plan to be a stand alone document. 3 2 This plan should be a physically separate document 
,eferenced by Section 13.3 01 the FSAR. and may 
incorporate by reference various State and local 
emerQeney plans or other relevant materials. 

C.1.13.41 C.1.13.3.1 The requirement of 10CFR 73.71(a) should be addressed under 1 4 The cross-reference should indicate where the specific 
security, not EP. criterleln 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-0654IFEMA-REP·1. Rev. 1 ere addressed in 
the applicant's lans. 

C.1.1342 C.1.13.3.1 Explicitly state what type of documents must be addressed· GL. BL. 1 1 The applicant should address the various generic 
Orders. This should not include IN's as these are not supposed to set communicattons and Commission Orders that are in 
new requirements. effect. ..explicitly state what type of documents must be 

addressed· GL BL Orders. 
C.1.13.43 C.1.13.31 The EAL information should be in the stand alone Emergency Plan. 3 3 The emergency plan should also address an 

emergency classification and action level scheme, as 
reouired bv 10 CFR SO.471b1l41. 

C.1.13.44 C.1.13.3.1 For securily..felated aspects of EP to be addressed, explicitly reference 2 4 The applicant should address the NRC Orders issued 
BL 200!;-02 and RIS 2006-12, not just the 2002 orders. February 25, 2002, BL 2005-02 end 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 ttle Orders), to 
determine what security-related aspects of emergency 
planning and preparedness must be addressed in the 
emergency plan. 

C.1.13.45 C.1.13.3.1 10 CFR 2.390 gives the reqUirements for marking information to be 3 1 Any information submitted to the NRC that is 
withheld from public disclosure. proprietary. sensitive. or safeguards information should 

be marked as reouired by 10 CFR 2.390. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED .ffi!QB!IY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.46 C.1.13.3.3 Refer to the table at it is labeled - Table C.l1.2.B-1. 1 3 Additional plant-specific emergency planning ITAAC 

(I.... beyond thos.llst.d in Tabl. C.II.2.B-1.) may b. 
proposed, and they will be examined to determine their 
acceptability on a cas8-by-case basis. 

C.1.13.47 C.1.13 Section 7.1 states that the TSC and asc may be combined. 2 '3 Revise 7.1.6 to be consistent with 7.1. 
Tabl. 13.3 Section7.1.6 states that the OSC be S8Darate from the TSC. 

C.1.13.46 C.1.13.3.1 C.1.13.3.1 states: -The application should also include a table of 2 1 C.I.13.3.1 should be revised as follows: 
contents and a cross reference to applicable regulatory requiremen~. "The application should also include a table of contents 
guidance documents, generic communications. and other criteria that and a cross reference to applicable regulatory 
are used to develop the application and emergency plan.~ C.I.13.3.1 requirements, guidance documents, generic letters and 
defines ~generic communications" by directing the reader to C.1.13.3.4. bulletins, and other criteria that are used to develop the 

application and emergency plan.~ 

The C.L13.3.4 listing of generic communications includes not only 
generic letters and bulletins but also NRC IN, RIS, EPPOS, and CR ~Th8 applicant should address the various generic 
documents. The C.I.13.3.1 use afthe term "generic communications" letters and bulletins and Commission Orders that are in 
appears to be Inconsistent with requirements in proposed Part effect and applicable to emergency planning in support 
52.79(.)(37) which limits this scop. to bull.tins .nd gen.ric I.tt.rs of an Operating License (see Generic Communications 
(Which is specifically noted in Footnote 3 in C.1.13.3.1). Inclusion of i~enlified in SUbsection 13.3.4, below}.~ 

documents beyond GL and bulletins is also inconsistent with C.I.1.9.4 
which justifie~ "The significance of limiting this review to generic letters 
and bulletins is that Ihese documents pertain to issues that were 
considered to have risen to a level of safety·slgnlficance such that they 
required responses and resolutions from nuclear operating plant license 

C.1. 13.48 C.I.13.3.1� Furthermore, 52.59(a)(37) and C.1.1.9.4 limits this scope to how the 2 1 see above 
(continu.d)� SUbject operating experience Insight is Incorporated inlo facility design, 

In public wol1c.shop discussions, this listing in C.I.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 thaI may 
involve operational aspects. 

C.1.13.49� C.1.13.4 The first two paragraphS refer to two different documents for definition 3 3 Revise as described 
and discussion of the term ~fully described". NRC should change the 
first reference from "SECy-oS-0197" to »C.IV.4Mend remove the second 
reference such that the third sentence in the second paragraph would 
read "Descriptions of operational programs, consistent with the definition 
of Mfully described" as discussed in Section C.lV.4, shou!d be 
provided.. ,~ 

C.1.13.50� C.1.13.3 Reference 23 is a proposed Reg. Guide revision that dates back to 198€ 1 2 Replace with reference to the appropriate approved 
that has never been finalized. Reg. Guide version. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
CL13.51 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRr. InNn 

CJ.13.3 
COMMENT 
Typo in document title for reference 104. 

PRIORITY 

3 

~ 

5 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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.L13.54 

C.1.13.4 

C.L13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 1 

NRC should change the third sentence of the secoQd 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. 

FSAR section is incorrectly stated as 3.9.6. 151 is actually covered in 
two places. 

3 3 

Revise 8S described 

Change to '5.Z.4 and 6.6' 

C.1.13.55 

C.1.13.56 

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

Implementation requirement listed could be clarified 

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

3 

2 

4 

4 

Add 
"ASME XI 2004 IWA 2430(b)' 

Change to 'Generator on-line by nuclear heat' 

C.1.13.57 C.L13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 3 

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

2 4 Change to read 'Fuel load' 

C.1.13.58 C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 3 

The implementation requirement listed is not correct. 10 CFR 5O.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. 
Tabl. 13.4-x, 
ItemS 

The milestone is listed as 'None specified' 2 4 Change to 'Fuel load' 

C.1.13.60 

C.1.13.61 

C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x. 
Item 6 

C.I.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 8 

PST requirements are only covered in DG-1145 section 3.9.6 

There is only one milestone listed. The FP program will be implementec 
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 ar.as) 

2 

2 

3 Change FSAR section to '3.9.8' 

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

C.1.13.62 C.1.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 11 

Missing regulation Z 1 Add 10 CFR 52.78 
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~	 DG SECTION ~ PRIORllY RECOMMENDED WORDING ~ 
NO. NRr.lnNn. COMMENT 
C.1.13.63� C.1.13.4, FSAR section indicated is not correct 3 3 Depending on ~nal oulline of DG-1145 Sec"on 13.2, 

Table 13,4-., renumber these� 
Item 11,12� 
and 13 

C.1.13.64� C.1.13.4, Milestone is net reasonable. States Ops training program to begin within 2 2 Change to '18 months pri", to (uelload' 
Table 13.4-x, 3 months after COL issuance. Should be tied to need for operators on-
Item 12 shift 

C.ln65� C.1.13.4, A capital lis used in.teed of a lower ca.e i for 10 CFR 50.54(1) 3 1 Change to read 10 CFR 50.54(1) 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 13 

C.1.13.66� C.1.13.4, Implementation milestone states 'Within 3 months after authorization for '2 4 Remove the words 'authorization for' 
Table 13.4-x, fuel load'. There is no compelling reason to tie the implementation to an 
Item 13 authorization 

C.I.n6?� C.1.13.4, Implementation requirement is specified as 10 CFR 50.54(1-1). The 2 2 Change to 'License Condition', which will be consistent 
Table 13.4-x, time required by this CFR (within 3 months of Issuance of plant with C.IV.4 
Item 13 operating license) can not be met under part 52. 

C.I.13.68� C.1.13.4, Implementation milestone states'...180 days prior to authorization for 2 4 Remove the words 'authorization for' 
Table 13.4-x, fuel load'. Tnar. is no compelling reason 10 tie the implementation to an 
Item 14 authorization 

C.1.13.69� C.1.13.4, Use of the words 'Program' and 'Plan' is not consistent with typical 3 5- As indicated on the markup, change: 
Table 13.4-x, industry usage inconsisten 'Security' 
Item 15 twith to 'Security Program' 

industry� 'Physical Security Program' 
slds. to 'Physical Security Plan' 

'Safeguarda Con6ngancy Program' 
to 'Safeguards Contingency Plan' 

'Training and Qualification Program' 
to 'Training and Qualification Plan' 
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~ 
NO. 
C.1.13.70 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC IDND. 

C.1.13.4. 
Table 13.4·x, 
Item 15 

COMMENT 
17. Improve correspondence with other documenls by listing the 
appropriate 'programs' fram SECY-OS-Q197, as they are listed in C.lV.4 

PRIORITY 

3 

BASIS 

3 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Under the Physical Security Plan, list 
• Access Authorization 
• Vehide Control 
• Fitness for Duly 

Under the Training and Qualifications Plan, list 
• Weapons Training 
• Weapons Qual/Requal 

C.1.13.71 

C.1.13.72 

C.1.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 15 

C.I.13.4. 
Tabl.13.4-x, 
Item 16 

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

Implementation requirement quotes 10 CFR 50.54(0). but the regulation 
does not Indude any such specification. 

3 

2 

5· Change to read 'Fuel receipt' or 'Fuel on·site' 
incans;sten 

twith 
industry 

slds, 

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 dale for fuel 
load', This is not consistent with the draft Final Part 52 Rule. 

1 1 Change to read '3D days prior to fuel load' 

C.1.13.74 C.I.13.4. 
Teble 13.4-x. 
Ilem17 

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

2 1 Change to read 'license Condition' 

C.I.13.75 

C.I.13.76 

C.I.13.4, 
Table 13.4-x, 
Item 17 

C.1.13.4. 
Table 13.4-x, 

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

Equivalent terms are us.ed: fuel on-site, fuel receipt, receipt of fuel, etc 

3 

3 

5 Change the program title to 'Maintenance Rule', 9r just 
Conforman add the words "Maintenance Rule" 

ce to 
typical 

language 
5· Use elther 'fuel re<:eipt' or 'fuel on-site' consistently 

consistent ~ 

language 
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COMMENT DG SECTION 
NO. 
C.1.13.77� C.1.13.5.1 

C.1.13.78� C.I.13.5.1(3) 
(1) 

C.1.13.79� C.I.13.5 
C.1.13.80� C.1.13.5 

C.1.13.81� C.1.13.5 

C.1.13.82� 13.5.1.1 

C.I.13.83� 13.5.2.1.A.l 

C.I.13.84� 13.5.2.1A. 

C.I.13.85 13.5.2.1 

NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDER WORDING 
NRf'Ii'lNn. COMMENT 

Section C.1.13.5.1 indicates that the FSAR should specifically indicate 2 1 The FSAR should desaibe specific altemative 
whether the "applicable portions" of Regulatory Guide 1.33 concerning methods that will be used to implement procedural 
plant procedures will be lollowed. As Regulatory Guide 1.33 is not programs. and the manner of implementing them," 
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 Seelio 
C.I.13:5, 1, or remove this wording altogether as Indicated in the mark"'lJl= 
follOWing 

Plimt~specific technical guidelines are also known a Emergency 2 1 'Plant-specific technical guidelines (P-STGs),!It 
Response Guidelines (ERGs). This language should be included in OG Emergency Response Guidelines (ERGs) which are 
1145 uidelines based on analvsis 01.. " 
Section 13.5.2.1 2 has incorrect information in parentheses. 3 5 Section 13.5.2.1 2 should read 1.a-e above 
Typographical error - delete the 'close' parentheses at end sentence. 3 5 Revise as described 

C.1.13.5.2.1-2� NRC should consider removing reqUirement of the second sentence in 2 4 Change the second sentence to read ~The general 
section 13.5.2.1 to describe the "format" of procedures In the FSAR. content lor each class should be described: 
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.I.13.5.2.1-2. 

Similar to fire protection, flooding and HELB are common mode events 2 4 Under the Iisl of Category (a) procedures that discuss 
that requIre a methodical operations strategy to manage the transient. controls suggest adding two additional procedures for 
Most plants have procedures that address these events. consideration - these would include Flooding and 

HELB. 
For completeness - maintenance would be a leading reason for having 3 4 Add the words ·or maintenance" afte.r the word testing. 
to refill and vent svstems. 
These are not specifically covered in the types of procedures already 2 4 In this list of procedures we omit surveillance 
listed and typically make up a large percentage of plant procedures. procedures and special test procedures. Recommend 

adding these as another classification of procedures. 

The industry commented that the general content of Bach class of 2 4 Indicate that detailed procedures will be available for 
procedures should be available at the time the application is filed. verificatIon during construction. 
However, the industry comment indicated that the fonnat 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 0G-1145 with the NRC documenting their agreement with 
the comment and stating that detailed procedures would be verified 
during construction. However, 0G-1145 was not revised to renact this 
aareement. 
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NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.1.13.86� 13.5.2.1 The industry commented that the part of the organization responsible fa 2 4 Indicate that detailed procedures will be available for 

maintaining procedures and the general content of procedures could be verification during construction. 
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 OG·1145 wilh the NRC documenting their agreement with 
the comment and stating that detailed procedures would be verified 
during construction. However, DG-1145w88 not revised to reflect this 
80reement 

C.1.13.87� 13.1.2 Parts (5) and (6) appear to conmet. Part (5) allows an applicant 10 be 3 1 Delete the words "shift technical advisor" from part (6). 
consistent with one of the options in the commission's Policy statement 
on Engineering Expertise on Shift. however. part (6) .poclfical~ reqUire 
an applicant have an STA. Note that NUREG-0737 acknowtedges that 
5TA is an interim position until other control room slaff has the requisite 
engineering expertise. In current plants, an STA is nol specrfically 
required. In the Poli.ey stalement< NRC states a preference for a 
combined SRO and STA position. 

C.I.14.1 C.1.14.2.2 C.1.14.2.2-2� Section C.I.14.2.2 specifies that license applicants ·should develop a 2 4 The industry believes the level of detail requested in 
C.1I1.14.2.2� training program tor each fundamental group in the organization, with these FSAR section is beyond that necessary to 

regard to the scheduled pre-operational and initial startup testing, to support required COL findings. This sentence should 
ensure that the necessary plant staff arB ready tor commencement of be modified consistent wIth SECY-05-0197 to make 
the test program.- clear that training program information should be 

supplied as part of program implementation materials 
separetely from the FSAR. 
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ffi!Q!illY ~ RECOMMENPED WORplNG 

C.1.14.2 C.1.14.2.4 C.1.14.2.4-1 We appreciate the c;Jarification that detai led procedures are not 2 4 The COL applicanl should describe the administrative 
C.III.1. expected to be provided with Ihe COLA. However. this section controls that will govern the conduct of each major 
Sec.14.2.4 continues to seek description of "specific adm;nistrative controls that will phase of the test program. 1=l::1:i& ~Bs&FiJ)ti9R shewl" 

be used to ensure that necessary prerequisites are satisfied for e8ch iRslwele tAe lipeGi~& 8oFRiRist,;atj>'8 G9RlFel& U:lat '''i11 be 
major phase and for individual tests," and "methods that will be used to we9-lG mensura that necessary prerequisites are 
ensure retesting following (modifications or maintenance]." This satisfied for each major phase and for individual tests. 
language raises questions about the level of detail expected by the NRC The COL applicant should also describe the methods 
staff. to be followed In initiating plant modifications or 

maintenance that are determined to be necessary to 
conduct the test program T~i6 de&sFiptieFl e\lui\oIlEt 
IRsitlEte the met~eB& t~at will Be Y6eEl Ie 9R61alFemQ.. 
provisions for retesling following such modifications or 
maintenance. 

C.1.143 C.I.14.2.4 C.1.14.2.4-2 The staff agreed with our earlier comment thai post work testing andlor 2 4 Th8 description should also iR91l:lEte R'lslheEte identify 
C.l11.1. analysis may be as varied as the ITMe themselves and thus is not ~to ensure that retesting that is required for 
Sec.14.2.4 practical to describe In the FSAR, however no change was made to the modifications or maintenance remains in compliance 

uidance. The l:luidance should be modified. with ITMC commitments.· 
C.1.14.4 C.I.14.2.5 C.1.14.2.5-1 Appendix I says the last two sentence of Section 14.2.5 have been 3 3/4 Move the sentences. 

C.l11.1.Sec. moved to 14.2.6. They have not. 
14.2.5 

C.1.14.5 C.1.14.2.10 C.1.14.2.10-1 The NRC staff has acknowledged that COLAs need not contain 2 2 The COL appliesnl should describe its plans for 
C.lII.I.Sec. procedure-level information. This section still calls for COLAs to d•••,ill. l~. p",.odw,e. I~el "'III s"de initial fuel 
14.2.10 "describe the procedures" that will guide initial fuel loading and initial loading and initial criticality. 

criticalitv. 
C.1.14.6 C.1.14.2.11 C.1.14.2.11-1 The fourth sentence states that each test. required to be completed 1 1 Delete 4th sentence or modify it to refer to the 

C.III.1. Sec. before initial fuel load or designed 10 satisfy the requirements for proposed new requirement in Section 52.99(a). 
14.2.11 completing ITMC shoLlld be identified, cross-referenced and provided 

with the COL application or be made available for audit during NRC CO 
application review. This sentence should be deleted. ITMC camplellor 
into is not required to be included in COLAs Of made available prior to 
COL iS5uance. Indeed. proposed new Section 52.99(81) requires 
licensees to submit within one year after COL issuance a schedule for 
completing ITMC. The suggested crossreference may be part of such 
a submittal; this should be the subject of further industry·NRC 
discussion. 

C.I.14.7 C.I.14,2.11 C.1.14.2.11-2 The NRC staff agreed with our previous comment regarding the 2 3/4 Approved test procedures should be [available] at least 
C.III.1.Sec. likelihood that approved startup lest procedures may change in the last 60 days prior to luelloedlng for luolloading and startup 
14.2.11 60 days prior to their USB. but no change was made to Ihe guidance. test procedures. Uc:en&ees inould provide timely 

notification to NRC of changes in approved test 
procedures that have been made available for NRC 
review. 
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INRCiDNO. COMMENT 

C.I.15.1 C.1.15� The text in this section.lists applicable USls and GSls which should be 1 1 ClaritY the need to address resolved USI/GSls 
considered. The lists begins wit~ the following USls.� 
USI-A-9 (ATWS)� 
USI·A-47 (Safety Imp~cations of Control Systems)� 
USI-B-17 (Cnlena for Salety-Relaled 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 USls have all been resolved. Has the status of 
USIs and GSls been modified for the purpose of COL applications? 

C.I.15.2� C.I.15.1 Anticipated transients without scram (ATWS) should not be included in 1 1 Move the ATWS discussion to a separate section. 
this section. 

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 initiatin 
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 reador coolant inventory 
(1) radioactive release from a subsystem or component 
(8) anticipated transienls without scram (ATWS) 

C.I.15.2 C.l15.1� An anticipated transtent is not a thermal-hydraulic fault type. 1 1 see above 
(continued) Designating a transient as an anticipated lranslent Identifies the 

frequency grouping which should be assigned. The freq~ency of 
occurrence is discussed later in Section C.1.15.2. 
Failure assumptfons of the protection system used in the mitigation of a 
transient are not initiating event categories. 
Additionally the assumption 01 the inebllity 0' 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.I.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 
nst 
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C.1.15.3 C.I.15.6.2 Text states that only safety related systems can be used and then in the 3 3 ·Only safety·related systems or components&aR

next sentence.identifies when non-safety related systems can be used. ~ be used to mitigate transient or accident 
conditions. However, non-safety related systems Of 

80nly safety-related systems or components can be used to mitigate components may be assumed operable in enalyses for 
transient or accident the following cases:. .. 
conditions. HoweverI rion-safety related systems or components may b 
assumed operable in analyses for the following cases; ...~ 

I 

C1.15.4 C.1.15.6.2 Text slates ''The applicant should provide a discuss of how the 3 4 Should be ''The applicant should provide 8 discussion 
definitions..... of how the definitions..... 

C.1.16.1 C.1.16 C.I.16. fourth paragraph, third sentence, states "No bases are required 2 4 Revise the quoted sentence to state, "No bases are 
for the TS sections related to TS usage rules (definitions, logical required for the TS sections related to TS usage rules 
connectors, required action completion times, and surveillance (definitions. logical connectors, required action 
reqUirement frequencies) and the T5 suction for design features." This completion timas, and surveillance requirement 
listing should also include the section for Administrative Controls. Base frequencies). design features, or administrative 
are not required for the Administrative Controls. controls. 

C.I.17.1 C.1.17.4.2 The guidance should distinguish between the purpose of RAP and how i 2 4 Clarify last paragraph, sentence 5, as follows: "The 
is accomplished 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.I.17.2 C.I.17.4.2 See also commenl for C.III.1.17.4.2. SECY 95·132 rejected the 2 4 Remove references to O-RAP. State that "Operational 
establishment of a separate PROGRAM called Operational Reliability reliability assurance objectives and activities are ~ 

Assurance Program (D-RAP). In the staff's SECY response (Att. 1. ItefT incorporated into the QA Program and Maintenance 
E, ) the staff agreed that operational reliability assurance ACTIVITIES Rule Program; ther.fore no further description is 
would be incorporated into existing programs. The staff further stated required. Per SECY 95~132. non-safety-related, risk-
that the Maintenance Rule Program and the QA Program together with significant sses that have reliability concerns caused 
limited-scope COL action item covering the gap were sufficient to meet 
the objectives 0' operational reliability assurance. 

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 desigrls" 
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~ NRC IDND� COMMENT 
C.1.17.3� C.I.17.43 This is Part 1 guidance; the guidance should not presume 8 design 2 3 Modify sentences 4 and 5, and added sentence 6 to� 

certification. In addition. 10 CFR 52 uses the term desIgn control state: -The design~document,� 
document (OCO) for certified designs. The guidance in Part 1 should certified or not, addresses this phase. The design� 
also allow for the situation in which a oeD haS been submitted to the ~ control docum8nt also addresses a OOA-

NRC for approval, but ha. not baan approved. sY6tem balled· Tier 1 inspection, test. analysis, and� 
acceptance criteria (ITMe) requirement for RAP. .!!..n2... 
design control document Is referenced then the COL 
aDolies" 's esoonsible tn 1m I mAn he de.ion ohase 
olthe RAP' 

lOel818 unnecessary descriptor. 

. C.1.17.4 C.1.17.4.3 Last sentence states "COL applicant is also responsible for 2 4 This should be COL licensee or holder. The applicant 
implementing... 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. 2 4 Provide examples of the type of information to be 
• The design and operational information used for plant reliability described in the FSAR. The examples should renect 
assurance activities. the type of summary-level information appropriate to 
• Procurement. fabrication. installation, construction and testing� describe in the FSAR, reoognizing tl1at more detailed 
requirements for risk-significant SSCs. information would be contained in program 

implementation documents maintained by the licensee. 

C-'.17.6 C.I.17.4.5� The discussion of the second phase of the Program impleme'ntation 1 2 The second phase is the sile·specific phase. which� 
(sentence 6) Indicates that this '.ite-speclfic' phase Is the responsibility introduces the plant's site-specific des.ign informati,on I� 
of the COL Applicant, and then identifies actions that .re required. the RAP proces•. The COL applicant/holder perfonns� 
Some of these actions may not occur until after the COL is issued; this phase. At this phase. the RAP is modified or� 
therefore it is appropriate to identify that this phase is a COL appended based on considerations specific 10 the site.� 
applicanUholder responsibility. The COL Applicant should provide a The COL applicanUholder establishes the probabilistic.� 
description in.the FSAR of the information identified in Section deterministic, and other methods·to determIne and� 
C.I.17.4.4. maintain the site-specific list of SSCs under the scope 
At Ihe time of COLA. the SSC list will be essentially unchanged from the of RAP. The COL Applicant should describe in tl1e 
OCD sse list; site.specific changes to the OeD SSC list will not be FSAR the information identified in Section C.I.17.4.4. 
identified until later in the design Implementation process. 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. 
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NO. NRr.ln NO COMMENT 
C.I.17.7 C.I.17.4.4 These following bullet is a COL Holder action versus A COL Applicant 2 2 The Bullet should be modified as: Describe the 

action: process for completing the prioritized list of site-specifi 

• A prioritized list of site-specific SSCs designated as risk..significant. 
55Cs designated as risk-significant. This process 
should discuss the use of the OeD sse list and how it 
will be supplemented by the site-specific PRA and the 

AI the time of the COL Application, the list of SSG, will be (essentially) Expert Panel. (This may be described in the 
the same as the OeD list; site--specific SSGs cannot be developed until Maintenance Rule Program description) 
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 IISI. and 
the site-specific list will form the basis for the M-Rule program 

C.1.17.8� C.1.17.5 The guidance in this section references a new SRP 17.5 as the NIA N/A N/A 
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. 

C.I.17.9� C.I.17.6 The COL application will provide required information to support NRC 1 2 Delete the sentence: F'er N':Il:Ie6tel:l iAfeFFMati9R lAat is 
staff reasonable assurance findings. Applicants are not reqUired to 
explain in the FSAR why other information Is not known or estimate iii Ret kRewR aRil e8t'~at8' l:IeA IRe iAf9Fmati9A "~II 

when the Information will become available. ·Consistent with SECY-oS- saGama a ailasle 
0197. operational program descriptions will identify the mile'stone(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. 

C.1.17.10� C.1.17.6.1.1 The COL application will provide required information to support NRC 1 2 Replace thi~ section with a reference to NUMARC 93
staff reasonable assurance findings. Delete guidance to provide info ~to 01 and RG 1.160 as the basis for identifying SSC, in 
the extent that this information is known at the time of the COL the scope of the MR. 
application,~ Also, delete reference to ~information on structures, 
systems, and components (SSCsr and the subsequent detailed listing 
of SSC specific information since this will not be available at the time of 
the COL application. The scciping description in the COL appllcaUon 
should only include a descriplion oflhe,scoping method consistent with 
NUMARC 93.()1 and RG 1.160 

C.I.17.11� C.I.17.6.4 The description of program procedures for compliance with 10 CFR 2 2AND4 Replace lhis section with text that references the 
50.65(a)(4) includes statements about Information ~known al the time of existing NUMARC and RG documents associaled with 
COL application" and repeats guidance in existing NUMARC and RG 10 CFR 5O.65(a)(4). 
documenls. 
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NRCIDNO. COMMENT 

C1.17.12 C.L17.6.6 C.L17.4.1-1 Consistent with SECYJSRM-94-084, there is no requirement to establish 2 3 Modify the section as fonows; -Describe the 
an ~Opef8tion81 RAP.~ As described In Section 17.4. RAP during the relationship and interface between MR Program 
operational phase is accomplished through existing operational implementation and #MI ~ Reliability 
programs, including the MR. To avoid confusion and to be consistent Assurance Prowam (ORAP) implementation during the 
with Commission guidance, DG·1145 should refer to ~RAP during the operational phase (See Section C,I.HA), including 
operational phase,· not to "ORAP." how functions are coordinated and procedures over1ap 

and/or are cross referenced. Note: If the scope of the 
GRAP is enveloped by the Maintenance Rule 
Program's sses classified as HSS, the Maintenance 
Rule Program is an acceptable method of 
implementation of the ORAP during the operational 
phase: 

C.Ll8.1 C.I.18 C.I.l8-4 Do not ,eph,ese existing ,eguletory guidence.(NUREG-0711) 1 4 Incorporate existing regulatory guidance by reference. 

C.l.l8.2 CI.18 At the July 2006 public workshop, several issues were discussed where 1 4 NRC and industry must reach agreement on the issues 
the industry believes additional guidance is needed in both NUREG· that need to be addressed, their priorities, and a clear 
0711 end SRP Chepte, 18. NRC steff egreed witllthe Industry path forward that supports the new plant schedules. 
comments in terms of there being issues that need further definition. 
Neither the induslry re-draft of CJ .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 indicalors and controls is 
appropriate? What technical and regUlatory requirements are 
appropriate for qualified HSls 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? 

C.1.18.2 C.L18� What types of verification and validation (V&V) are appropriate for 1 4 see above 
(continued)� human factors features, and how should their scope and rigor be gradec 

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 thai can disable the safety function entirely? 

C.I.18.3 C.1.18.7.3.2� Enhancement language recomme.nded to ensure Sections 7 and 18 are 3 4 Seclion C.I.18.7.3.2. Safety Aspects of Ihe HIS - At til, 
closely coordinated with respeclto HSI beginning of the secllon. delete "The FSAR should 

desaibe- and substitute -This section of the FSAR 
should be 'coordinated with the instrumentation and 
controls discussions in FSAR Section 7 "and should 
describe: 
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COMMENT 
NO: 
C.L18.4 

DGSECTION ~ 
NRCInNO. 

C.I.18 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
NRC staff has indicated during public interactions that additional 1 
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 (Dlgitall&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. a 

Industry is concerned that the research the staff considers necessary to 
support new plants may result in ne~ design requirements. 

§.8§!§ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

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. 

C.1.18.5 C.J.18 Dispositlon of Public Comments C.I.1 8--1 & -10 [11 elements completed 
by COL application]: -DIsposition, as shown In the 9/06 drafts of C.I.18 
and C.IU.1, resolves the Issue. 

2 4 To be consistent with these changes, a similar 
rewording of thelasl paragraph in C.II.2.2.9 (ITMC for 
HFE) is suggested. 

C.L18.6 C.L18 Disposition of Public Comments C.1.18-2 & -11 [Inspection of 
implementation 'Is. review of submittals]: Disposition, as shown in the 
9/06 draft of C.l.18. resorves part of the issue by reference to ITMC. 

1 4 Adding a cross reference here to C.II.2.2.9 (ITMC for 
HFE) is also suggested. More generally, guidance on 
inspection 'IS. 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.J.18 Industry Re·draft of C.J.18 (Attachment 1): Various marginel comments 
are Included to explain or justify changes. Note that colors in the 
comments are 8 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.J.18.8 C.L18 Disposition of Public Comments C.I.18·3 & -12 [Restated review 
guidance]: As proposed in the Staff response, IndUStry re-drafted C,I.18 
using citations to available Staff guidance. The re-draft treats each 
PRM element in three parts: 

1 4 Incorporate changes inlo guidance as shown in 
Attachment 1. 

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 levelswOf-detall. 

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.I.l8-4). 

The re-draft alms to avoid disparity with the available Staff review 
guidance and to provide the practical clarifications sought by IndustrY in 
a clear and condse manner. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.I.18.9 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRCIONo. 

C.1.18 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
Public Comment C.1.18-4 & ·13lAdded review guidance); The Staff 1 
response to C.I.18-4 noled that NUREG.()711 & NUREG.()800 give 
gUidance for Staff reviews but not for Applicant submittals. This may be 
true. but from 8 technical standpoint, the Industry finds the available 
Staff review guidance to be equally suited to either role. However, it is 
understood from the 7106 workshop thai the Staffe.pecls NUREG-D711 
review guidance to be revised again soon. Thus. where C.1.18 text aim 
to anlicipate such changes, this should be clear1y Indicated. The -Adds 

Review Guidance- sections in the Industry re-<traft 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 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Incorporate changes into guidance as shown in 

Attachment 1. 

C.1.18.10 C.1.18 Disposition 01 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.1.18.11 C.1.18 Public Comment C.I.1 8-6 & ·14 [Minimum Inventory): It was understood 
lrom the 7/06 workshop that the Staff acknowledged the need for 
additional guidance in this areB, but it was not clear that the Industry re
draft of C.I.18 was expected to address it. Thus, no guidance was 
proposed by the re-draft in this area, and the issuilil remai~s open. 

2 4 

C.1.18.12 C.1.18 Disposibon 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 govemed by regulatory 
conventions. 

3 5 

C.I.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.I.18 text or key references: Application, On-the·docket, FSAR, 
Submittal, Reference, Retained~ut-available(i.e. for auditlinspec1ion). 
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.I.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 i 
the Madded 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 
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~ 
NO 

DG SECTION ~ 
NRClDNo. COMMENT 

ffi!Q!illY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.1.19.1 C.I.19 Issue: 4th paragraph. 1st sentence reads "The applicant should USB the 2 1 Delete sentence or replace "should us." with 
results and Insights of its PRA and severe accident evaluations to "should consider." 
establish specifications and performance objectives for the plant design. 
construction, inspection. and operation." 

Comment: PRA does not establish design specifications and 
performance objectives for the plant design, construction, inspection an 
operation. 

CJ.19.2 C.1.19 Issue: 4th paragraph, last sentence reads ~Th8 information in Chapter 3 4 Delete sentence. 
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. 

C.1.19.3 C.I.19 Issue: Last paragraph. 1st sentence reads: "To support the NRC staffs 1 1 Add after this sentence "For a COL application 
timely review and assessment, the applicant should adhere to the referencing a certified design, this format meets the 
recommended format and content for Chapter 19 provided herein.· intent of Section IV.A.2.a of Part 52 appendices, as the 

certified design OeD would be incorporated by 
Background: DG·1145. Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on reference. An exemption would not be reqUired." 
DG·1145," provided the following comment, response and disposition 0 
this topic: 

C.IL1.7-1 Section C.11.1.7, The third paragraph in Section C.II.1.7 states 
"To support the NRC 
Staft's timely review and assessment of the documentation, applicants 
should adhere to 
the r~commended format and content identified in Appendix 8, .-." This 
section should 
address how this guidance is consistent with proposed Section 52.80(a) _ 
which requires the 
combined ticense (COL) application 10 use the design certification 
probabilistic risk 
assessment (PRA) (which may not bo in tho format of Appondix B). 
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CQMMENT DGSECTION ~	 eB.!QB.JIY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO.� COMMENT 
C.Ll9.3 C.Ll9� Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment. It should be 1 1 see above 
(continued)� noted that this part of 00-1145 applies to COL applicants thaI 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 referenC8$ a certified design. the format of th 
PRA information to be submitted per Appendix B is not a requirement of 
10 CFR 52.80(a), which requires the COL appliesnt 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 Ihat submitted under 10 CFR 52.47 for 
the design certificati~n PRA, but does require thai the COL applicant's 
planl-specific PRA be derived from the actual design certification PRA 
and updated and upgraded. as appropriate. 

Disposition: No change to DG-1145. 

Comment: Industry needs formal concurrence that changes to the� 
format of Chapter 19 and the plant-specific PRA wUl not require� 
an exemption.� 
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~ DGSECTION RELATED� PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING ~ 
NO. N~W>. COMMENT 
C.1.19,4 C.I.19 Issue: Last paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "Chapter 19.should 2 2 Replace "as weU as· with "or". 

reference the applicable analyses and evaluations, as well as provide a 
summary description of the supporting information, needed to Add "(Chapter 19 does not need to reference all 
demonstrate compliance with the above identified regulatory documents supporting tHe summaries provided in this 
requirements and Commission policies." chapter.)" 

Background: DG-1145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on 
DG~ 1145," provided the following comment, response and disposition 0 
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 compUance wHh the above requirements an 
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 
inciuding 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.I.19 has been revised to provide clarification 

C,I.19,4 C.1.19� Comment: Language noted continues to lack clarity. One of the main 2 2 see above 
(continued)� 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. 

C.1.19.5� C.1.19.2.1 Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "This section should 2 2 Add "(Chapter 19 does not need 10 r.ference ell 
summarize the scope and process used to develop the plant·specific documents supporting the summarles provided in this 
PRA. This summary should include a reference to the plant-specific .section.)" 
PRA and associated analyses that are available for review or docketed 
separately.· 

Comment: See comment on Section C.1.19 on references. 
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~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.I.19.6 C.L19.2.3.1 Issue: 3rd sentence reads ~If some-internal events are screened out or 2 4 The requirement for this information in Chapter 19 

incorporated into other evaluations (e.g., grouped events). this section should be remo\lsd; especially when it is already 
should describe the screening/bounding/grouping. submitted elsewhere as part of the license application. 

Comment: This information is not relevant for Chapter 19. It is part of Delete sentence 
the PRA submittal per C.II.t. If grouping is described in Chapter 19 as 
an attribute of Ihe design, then that grouping would need, unnecessarily, 
to be maintained. This could cause maintenance of more than one PRP 
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.L19.2.3.1 Issue: Fourth bullet reads Mldentify important assumptions {including 2 4 Replace noted bullet with Mldentify important, key 
PRA key assumptions3 and PRA·based insights"r Footnote 4 reads assumptions'" 
""PRA·based insights" are those insights identified during design 
cert!fication that ensures assumptions made in the PRA will remain valid Add bullel"Document PRA·based Insighls4
in the as·ta.be·built, as--.to-be-operated plant and includes assumptions Address consistency among subsections 
regarding SSC end operator performance and reliability, rTAACs, 
interface reQuirements, plant features, design and operational programs Replece footnote 4 with '"PRA-basad Insights" are 
etc. The usage of this phrase is Intended to be consistent with its use in those InSIghts identified dUring the analyses conducted 
referring to the information provided in Table 19.59-29 in the AP-600 for the COL eppllcation (which may have bean 
and AP·1000 Design Control Documenls (OCOs)." developed during design certification) that ensures 
Comment 1: M(lncluding PRA key assumptions3 and PRA-based assumptions made in the PRA will remain valid in Itle 
insights4)· is inconsistent with other subsections, for example, as-to-b&built, as·-.to-be-operated plant and includes 
subsection 19.2.3.1.2 assumptions regarding sse and operator performance 

and reliability, ITAACs, interlace requirements, plant 
Comment 2: An acceptable alternative to providing PRA·based insights features, design and operational programs, etc. The 
in many subsections Is to provide the insights in one section, for usage of this phrase is intended to be consistent with 
example in section C.1.19.2.5. its use in referring to the information provided in Table 

19.59-29 in the AP-600 and AP-1000 Design Control 
Comment 3: Is it appropriate to reference the AP.sOO or AP·1000 OeD Documents (DC,?s). These may be collected in Section 
in a regulatory guide? C.1.19.2.5 instead of each section.~ 

C.1.19.8� C.1.193 Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "If a specific feature is described and 2 3 Add "and need not be repeated in this section." to the 
anaty:zed elsewhere in the FSAR, this section should provide the end of the sentence. 
relevant cross-references. and need not be repeated in this sedion. 
Comment Many of the topics included in the DG were addressed.in 
other sections on the certified design DeDs. For 8lf.ample, Anticipated 
Transients without scram, Mid-Loop Operation, Station Blackout. 
Add "and need nol be repealed in this section." to Iha end of the 
sentence. 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C,1.19.9 

DG SECTION ~ 
INRr.IDNO, 

C.1.19,3 
COMMENT 
Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "This description and analysi 
should specifically address the issues Identified below, as well as other 
issues identified in SECY·90·016 and SECY·93·0B7. 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." 

PRIORITY 

3 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Add·, as they are appropriate: To end of sentence. 

C,1.19.10 C.1.19.3 Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "If a specific feature is described and 
analyzed elsewhere in the FSAR, this section should provide the 
relevant croslrreferences." . 

2 3 Add "and need not be repeated in this section" to the 
end. 

C.1.19.11 C.1.19.4.1 

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

Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads ~The NRC staff expects the 
plant·specific PRA to reasonably renect 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 (Le.• screened as not being significant) during the design. 
COL application, and construction phases, and to address findings 
during the PRA·,elaled planl wlilkdowns." 

3 4 Replac. 8findings during" with "results of' 

Comments: For clarity replace Mfindings during" with "results or 

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, consistenl with the NRC-endorsed standards 
appropriate for the uses and applications of the plant·speclfic PRA and 
the informatlon 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 "reRect.· 
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 u·pdate " 

2 3 Add Mreasonably· before "reflect" 

Replace "issuance" with "start" 

Page 66 01131 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS· DG·1145, ·COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT 
NQ 

DGSECTION B&illm 
NRCiDNo. COMMENT 

PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.I.19.13 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 Intamal Evants, which will ba andorsad in 
Rag. G~ida 1.200, has Iakan many yaars. In thai pariod 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 earty release frequency. To propose the LRF 
metric so shortly after it was rejected for use in operational assessment 
is disconcerting. 

A 1110re 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 ~esign certifications_ This would require 
substantial interaction with the PRA technical community before a 
common understanding could be reached on such a definition and how i 
would be applied. -This would 

C.I.19.13 Introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new licensing process as 
(continuad) 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. 

C.II.1.1 C.lI.1.2 C.l1.1.2·4 Issue: Paragraph reads ~Delermine how the risk associated with the 1 2 The draft should be changed to reference the aHOs 
design compares against the Commission's goals of less than 1E-4/yr and subsidiary goals appropriately 
for core damage frequency (CDF) and less than 1E-6/yr for large 
release frequency (LRF). These goals were established in-the 
Commission SRM datad Juno 26. 1990 in rasponsalo SECY·90·016. In 
addition, the Commission approved 'he use of a containment 
porfonnanca goal (CPG), which includas (1) a datarministic goallhat 
containment integrity be maintained for approXimately 24 hours followin 
the onset of core damage for the more likely severe accident challenges 
and (2) a probabilistic goal that the conditional containment failure 
probability (CCFP) ba loss than approximalaly 0.1 for tho composita of 
all core damage sequences)assessed In the PRA. It should be noted 
that these are'goals and not regulatory requIrements and applicants 
should not artificially (or intentionally) increase PRA results associaled 
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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~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.II.'.t C.II.1.2 C.lI.1.2-4 Background: OG-1145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on 1 2 see above 
(continued) OG·1145,~ provided the following comment. response and disposition 0 

this topic: 

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

C.II.1.1 C.II.1.2 C.II.1.2-4 Response: The NRC staff dIsagrees with this comment. The 1 2 see above 
(continUed) 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 ofthe PRA, as identified in Section C.U.1.2. Demonstration that 
the CHOs 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 1E-4/year for CDF and less than 1E-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 hav 
addressed the LRF nietric. 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: (') initially failed contal 
the integrity of the containment is either failed due to the initiating event 

Disposition: No change to DG·1145. 

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 DG SECTION !lli.A!m� PRIORITY RECOMMENOED WORDING ~ 
NO NRC IDNO.� COMMENT 
C.lI.1.2 C.lI.1.2 C.II.1.2-2� Issue; psragraph reads -Determine whether the plant design, including , 1 

the impact of site-specific characteristics. represents a reduction in risk. 
compared to existing operating plant designs· 

Background: DGa 1145, Appendix I, Response to Public Comments on� 
DG-1145,· provided the following comment, response and disposition or� 
this topic:� 

C.ll.l.2-2 In Sectton C.II.1.2, what is the regulatory basis for the� 
combined license (COL)� 
application to show that a design represents 8 reduction in risk over� 
existing plants?� 

Response: The NRC staffs basis for requiring 8 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, M issued� 
on AugustS, 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 ligh� 
water reactor (LWR) technology existing at that time.� 
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~ DGSECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
INo. NRi'Ii" W> COMMENT 
C.II.1.2 C.IU.2 C.IU.2-2 This policy statement affi01ls,the Commission's ~elief that a new design 1 1 Comment: We continue to disagree with the basis 
(continued) for a nuclear power plant can be shown 10 adequately address severe provided. The guidance should not caU for COLAs to 

accident demonstrate that the plant design represents a 
concerns by demonstrating compliance with the requirements of reduction in risk compared with existing plants. At a 
Commission reguiatlo"s, minimum, the guidance should be modified to indicate 
including the appropriate TMI requirements and the resolution of that this information requirement is considered to be 
applicable unresolved met if a certified design is referenced. and the COL 
safety issues (USIs) and generic safety issues (GSI). Therefore, the applicant need provide no additional information. 
Commission expects 
new designs to achieve a higher standard. of severe accident safety 
perlormance 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 renected in the PRA 
results as a 
reduction in risk. 

- Disposition: No change to DG·1145. 

C.II.1.3� C.II.1.2 Issue: Paragraph reads "Support, as a minimum, regulatory oversight 2 2 Add "Note that the PRA used for support of operational 
processes [e.g., Mitigating Systems Performance Index (MSPI), programs (MSPI, SOP, maintenance rule, for example) 
Significance Determination Process (SOP)) and programs that will be may differ from the PRA provIded as part of a COL 
associated with plant operations (e.g., technical specifications, reliability application. For such uses ·the PM would be retained 
assurance, human factors, ~aintenance Rule).- by the licensee and available for Inspection: 
Comment: Clarify by adding language which notes that the PM used to 
support operational programs may differ from the PRA provided as part 
of the COL application. 

C.lL1.4 C.lU.2� Issue: Paragraph reads "The review objectives are drawn from 10 CFR 3 4 Delete noted language 
Par1 52, the Commission's Severe Reactor Accident Policy Statement 
regarding future desIgns and axls.ting plants, the Commission's Safety 
Goals Policy Statement. the Commission-approved positions concerninG 
severe accidents contained in SECY"'93..Q87, 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. 
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COMMENT 
NO: 
C.lI.1.5 

DGSECTION RELATED . 
NRC In No. COMMENT 

C.lU.4 Issue: 1st paragraph, 1st sentence reads 6The level of detail of the 
applicant's PRA should be·commensurate with the purpose and 
objectives discussed in Section C.II.1.2 (i.e., sufficient to gain risk· 
informed 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). . 

fB!Q!illY 

3 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Delete noted language 

Comment: Language M(i.e., sufficient to gain rlsk-lnformed 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.lI.1.6 C.II.1.4 Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence reads "The PRA should reasonably 
reflect the actual plant design. planned construction. anticipated 
operationall practices, and relevant operational experience of the 
applicant and the industry.~ 

3 4 Delete "actuaL~ 

Provide example 

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

C.II.1.7 C.II.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·lnformed Activities," .. ,"needs 
ctarification. 
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 DG
1161 (Regulatory Guide 1.200 Revision 1), is applicable to advanced 
LWRs. In fact, Table A-1. 110m 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, as· 
operatedNplant, 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 Sectio~ C of 
RegUlatory Guido 1.200.... 

C.l1.1.8 C.lL1.4 

.. 

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 ITMC and COL action ilems." With 
"achieve the purpose and objectives discussed in Section C.II.1.2- to 
ensure consistency. 

2 3 Replace Nidentify vulnerabilities, as well as design and 
operational requirements. such as ITMe and COL 
action Items.N With "achieve the purpose and 
objectives discussed in Section C.11.1.2" to ensure 
consisten~ 

Page 71 of 131 10120/06 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT· DG SECTION ~ PRIORllY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC lONe>. COMMENT 
C.II.1.9 CJI.1.4 Issue: Last paragraph, last sentence reads -In addition, the bounding 2 2 Add ", as this information is known during the licensing 

assumptions should not mask any risk~significant information about the and operational phases of a plant's lifetime" so as to 
design and its operation,· recognize the evolving nature information during the 
Comment: Add" I 8S this information is known during the licensing and design. construction. and operational phases. 
operational phases of a plant's lifetime" so as to recognize the evolving 
nature information during the design, construction, and operational 
phases. 

C.II.1.10 C.II.1.5 C.II.1.5-1 Issue: 1st paragraph, 2nd senlence reeds "The methods acceptable to 1 1 Delete ~the pertinent quality assurance requirel11ents 0 

the NRC staff to ensure that the pertinent quality assurance Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50 are met end that" 
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.II.1.2 of this guide are met, include:· 
Comment: The ·requirements of Appendix 8 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 appropria.te for the nature of the 
change. In this regard, it is expected that for traditional engineering 
analyses (e.g., deterministic engineering calculations) existing 
provisions lor quality assurance (e.g., Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, 10 
selety-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 '0 quality control. 

C.11.1.10 C.II.1.5 C.II.1.5-1� To the extent that a licensee elects to use PRA information to enhance 1 1 see above 
(continued)� or modify activities aff~cting the safety-related functions of SSCs, the 

following, Inconjunction with the other guidance contained in this guide, 
describes melhods acceptable to the NRC staff to ensure thaI 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. 
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CQMMENT DG SECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNo COMMENT 
C.II.1.11 C.II.1.S Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads "Toward this end. the 3 3 Add Mas appropriate" after -as needed." 

applicant's PRA submittal should be consistent with the prevailing PRA 
standards, guidance, and good practices. 8S needed to support its uses 
and applications. and as endorsed by the NRC (e.g., Regulatory Guide 
1.200)." 

Comment As standards, guidance, good practices. and RG 1.200 do 
not fUlly apply to plants without operational experience. add "as 
approprlate~ after -as needed: 

C.II.1.12 C.II1.S Issue: 2nd paragraph. 2nd sentence, reads "The adherence to the 2 4 Section C of RegUlatory Guide 1.200 provides more 
recommendations provided in Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1,174 general requirements for PRA technical adequacy. 
pertaining to quality and technical adequacy will result in a more efficien Recommend changing the statement to read: ~The 

and consistent NRC staff review process.~ Needs clarification. adherence to the recommendations provided in Sectio 
C of Regulatory Guides 1.200 and 1.174 pertaining to 

Comment: This language may lead one to believe that the technical 
requirements documented in ASME PRA Standard RA-S·2002. 

quality and technical adequacy will result in a more 
efficient and consistent NRC staff review process.M 

Addendum B RA·Sb·2005, which IS endorsed. with exceptions, by DG· 
1161 (RegUlatory Guide 1.200 Revision 1),10 applicable to advanced 
LWRo. In fact, Table A-l, Item 1.1 of DG-1161 slates thet RA·Sb-200S 
is applicable to ·currenr light water reactors. Furthermore, many of the 
reqUirements of RA·Sb-2005 relate to the "as-built. as-operaled" plant, 
which cannot"be met at the time of COL application. 

C.lI.1.13 C.ll.l.6 Issue: 1st paragraph. 2nd sentence reads MSuch analyses provide 3 4 Delete llem 3 or clarify. 
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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DG SECTION PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO: NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
~ ~ 

C.II.1.14� C.II.1.6 C.II.1.6-1 Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads qFor designs that have 1 1 Delete language related 10 ·represents a reduction In 
evolved from current plant technology, through the incorporation of risk compared to operating plant designs." 
several features intended to make the plant safer, more available. ~md 

easier to operate. the results of lhe PRA should indicate that the design 
represents a reduction in risk compared to existing operating plants.2" 

Comment: Per prevtous comments. language on the lupectation "that 
the design represents a reduction in risk ..... is inappropriate. 

C.II.l.IS C.II.1.6� Issue: 4th paragraph, 2nd 5.entence reads "Such studies provide very 3 4 Clarify or delete item 2. 
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 10 
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. 

C.lI.1.16 C.II.1.7� Issue: 1st paragraph. last sentence reads ~The submitted PRA should 3 4 Replace ~modelsft with ~modellng· 

indude adequate information, in terms of both models (inllialing 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 "modeI5~ with modeling" as computer models 
shOUld not be included. 

C.II.1.17� C.lI.1.7 Issue: 2nd paragraph. last sentence reads ". Documentation of the PRA 3 4 Please replace "findings· with "results" 
process and findings should be provided and, additionally. should 
include a description of the applicant's provisions to ensure adequacy in Please add the word ~lechniC81" before "adequacy~ 

accordance with RegUlatory Guide 1.200. 
Please add "as applicable" to the end of the sentence. 

Comment 1: Please repl~ce "fi,:,dings~ with "resulls~ for clarily. 
Comment 2: Please add the word "technical" before ~adequacy" f~r 

derity. 
Comment 3: Please add "as applicable" to the end of the sentence for 
consietency with previous comments on the applicability of RG 1.200. 
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C.II.1.18 C.II.1.7 C.II.1.7-1 Issue: 3rd paragraph reads "To support the NRC staffs timety review 1 1 Clarify that an exemption request would not be 

and assessment of the documentation, the applicant should adhere to required 
the recommended format and content identified in Appendix B. Add language such as "For a COL appliclition 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment to Support a Combined License referencing a certified design, this format meets the 
Application: Standard Format and yontsnl." intent of Seclion IV.A.2.8 of part 52 appendices. as th 
Comment: Please address per previous comments (e.g., CQmment certified design OeD would be incorporated by 
C.I.19.3) on consistency with certified design OeD to predude the 
uncertainty on the need for an exemption request. 

reference. An exemption request would not be 
required.M 

C.II.1.19 C.II.1.7 Issue: last paragraph, last sentence reads MDocumentation of the 1 1 Delete MOocumentation of the analyses should be 
analyses should be maintained 8slifetime quality records in accordance maintained as lifetime quality records in accordance 
with Regulatory Guide 1.33, MQuality Assurance Program Requirements with Regulatory Guide 1.33, MQuality Assurance 
(Operation)." Program Requirements {Operation).n 
Comment Per RG 1.174, this only applies to changes to a plant's LB. 
Pleese delete es this lenguage Is inappropriate. 

C.II.1.20 C.II.1.8 C.lI.1.7-2 Issue: 2nd paragraph, 151 sentence reads ''The NRC staff expects the 3 4 Replace Mfindings during- with ~results of' per our 
plant-specific PRA to reasonably reflect the plant as it was constructed. previous comments. 
in preparations for startup, and therefore, the plant·specinc PRA should 
be upgraded prior to initial operations to incorporate those changes that 
were deferred (Le., 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. 

C.II.1.21 C.II.1. C.II.1.7-1 Issue: 1st paragraph reads ~[Note: This standard format is consistent 2 1 Address uncertainty on exemption. 
App.B with the guidance provided in Regulatory Guide 1.200, "An Approach 

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

a COL application. A licensee referring to a Certified 
Commenl 2: The suggested standard format is different than that of the Design should maintain the format of the Certified 
AP1000DCD. RegUlatory Guide 1.200 suggests the type of inlormalion Design PRA.] 
required for a Risk·lnformed application, but does not specify the format Add language such as MFor a COL application 
In which this information is submitted. referencing a certified design, this fonnat meets the 

intent of Section IV.A.2.a or part 52 appendices, as the 
certIfied design OeD would be incorporated by 
reference. An exemption request would not be 
required.M 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.ll.l.22 

DGSECTION RELATED 
N~IDNn. 

C.II.1, 
App. B 

PRIORITY 
COMMENT 
Issue: 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence reads ''The content of the applicant' 3 
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 "modeU,:,g" per our previous 
comment. 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Replace "models· with -modeling" 

C.ll.l.23 C.ll.l, 
App. B 

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

3 4 NIA 

C.ll.l.24 C.lI.1, 
App. B 

Issue: Section 6.1 includes "LRF" 
Comment: Please consider our comment C.lI.1.1 on LRF. 
The objective is to demonstrate that the QHOs 
are met. This can be demonstrated using the subsidiary objectives 
for CDF (lE-4/yr.) and LERF (lE-S/yr.). 

LRF is not defined In the regulations and a LRF goal 15 not 
appropriate for a regulatory guide. 

1 1 Modify ianguage 10 address LERF instead of LRF 

C.11.125 C.l11 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-200S, PRA Internal Events, which will be endorsed in 
~eg. 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 assessment 
is disconcerting. 

1 3 Further discussion needed. 

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 und~rstanding could bv reached on such a definition and how i 
would be epplied. This would 
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NO. NRC 10 NO.� COMMENT 
CIL1.25 C.II.1� introduce uncertainty at a critical time in the new licensing process as 1 3 see above 
(continued)� 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 Ear1y Release Frequency. which 
corresponds to early health effects. and Core Damage Frequency. 

C.II.1.26� CJI.1 Conditional Containment Failure Probability (CCFP): The draft guidanc 1 3 Further discussion needed. 
proposes the CCFP of 0.1, given a core melt. For advanced designs, 
whose calculated internal event core damage frequency is 
approximately 10-7lyear, the CCFP would translate into a containment 
failure frequency of approximately 10-8 Iyear. It is impractical and 
unreasonable to attempt to design a containment structure to withstand 
naturally occurring ultra-low frequency events of this magnitude, for 
exampte a one in a 100 milliory-yesr earthquake. Hence, as interpreted 
by the Industry. tile proposed CCFP could not be met. There is a need 
for further Industry-NRC Interaction on developing a practicel 
containment performance metric that could be used.ln operational 
licensing evaluations for designs that have very low core-damage 
frequency. 

C.II.2.1� C.lL2.1 CJL2.1 slal.s "in a table provided in FSAR Section 14.3. COL 3 3 This FSAR section 14.3 guidance should be included ir 
applicants should cross-reference the important design information and C.L14 and in C.1I1. 1·14.3. 
parameters from these analyses to their treatment (Le., inclusion or 
exclusion) in the ITMe." 

C.IL2.2 CJL2.1 New nuclear power plants likely will be constructed through the use.of 1 -4 Modify the seventh paragraph of this section to indicate 
modular construction techniques. Since construction modules may be that ITMe testing may include testing of construction 
constructed offslte, it may be appropriate for some ITAAC to be modules at the vendor's shop. This testing shOUld be 
performed at the site of manufacturing of the construction modules distinguished from ''type tests·, in that type tests are no 
rather than the reactor site. 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. 

C.lL2.3 C.11.2.2 The 10th paragraph says tIlat ITAAC should not r.ference the COLA. 3 3 Modify the 3d sentence In the 10th paragreph as 
whilelhe 3d paragraph says ITAAC should r.ference the FSAR portion follows: Except in the case where no design 
of tile COLA. certification is referenced and no separate ITAAe 

design descriptions are developed, the ITMe should 
not reference the [COLA) .... 
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C.11.2.4 C.l1.2.3 As indicated eariier in DG-1145, ITMe should be reserved for "top.leve 1 3 Delete bullet #1 to ·Carefully consider design-specific 

design information" that pertains to the ·principal performence and unique features of the facility for inclusion in 
characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs,- A design feature may ITMC: 
be site-specific and unique. and yet have little or no safety function. A 
design feature does not warrant greater consideration for Indusian in an 
ITMe, merely because it is unique or site-specific. 

C.11.2.5 C.11.2.1 Bullets As indicated earlier in DG-1145. ITAAe should be reserved for "to~eve 1 3 Delete Bullet #3 to "Ensure that ITMC renect the 
design information" that pertains to the ·principal performance resolutions of technically relevant USls/GSls, NRC 
characteristics and safety functions of the SSCs." Not aU resolutions of generic correspondence such as bulletins and generic 
USlsJGSls, NRC bulletins and generic lelters, Bnd operating experience letters; and relevant industry operating experience," 
rise to that level. For certain designs. the resolution of a particular In the altemative, modify the language to refer to 
generic Issue may have little or no safety significance. Therefore, "safety significant·resolutions" rather than "resolutions 
similar to other information, the determination which resolutions should of technically relevant (issues]" 
be included in ITAAC should be based upon a graded approach, 
depending upon the significance of the resolution to safety, 

C.11.2.6 C.II.2.1 Bullets Typo 3 5 Last bullet should modified as follow! "Systems~ 

for which thero Is no discemable ... " 
C.11.2.7 C.l1.2.1.1 New nuclear power plants likely will be constructed through the use of 1 4 Modify the definition of "as·buiW to include construction 

modular construction techniques. Since construction modules may be SSCslmodules at Ihe vendors shop that are intended 
constructed offsite. it may be appropriate for some ITAAC to be for insta.llation al the reactor in question. 
performed 'at the site of manufacturing of the construction modules 
rether than the reaclor sita, 

C.II.2.8 CJL2.1.1 The definition of Design Description includes an inaccurate description 2 4 In the definition of Design Description, delete the last 
of Tier 1. Tier 1 is not intended to summarize the FSAR. Instead, as sentence, which states that Tier 1 information is a 
indicated in Section C.II.2.1 of DG-1145, Tier 1 is the "top-level design summation of the detailed design information in the 
informaljon~ from the FSAR. FSAR. 

C.l1.2.9 C.l1.2.1.1 The term ·Oesign Description" is not needed and should be deleted. 1 4 Define a single term, MITAAC Design 08scriplion,~ to 
The U88 'and definition of the two similar terms. Design Description and mean the equivalent of Tier 1 Design Description when 
ITAAC Design Description. are confusing and problematic. "Oesign no design certification is referenced, end provide two 
Description"is a term that is commonly used in both ITAAC and non-, 
ITAAC contexts. II may be helpful to define the term "Tier 1. Design 

allemetives for presenting ITMC Design Description In 
COLAs, as follows: "ITAAe Design Description" for 8 

Description." COL application that does not reference a design 
certification means the top level design information the 
pertains to the principal performance characteristics 
and safety functions of 85Cs. This information is 
equivalent to Tier 1 Design Description for certified 
designs (see appendices 10 10 CFR.Part 52 for 
definitions associated with certified designs). COL 
eppllcants may choose to provldo ITMC Dosign 
Description in a document separate from the F5AR or 
directly In tho FSAR. ITMC Design Description may, a 
a minimum, consist only of tables and f~ures that are 
referenced in the ITAAC." 
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C.l1.2.9 C.11.2.1.1 1 
(continued) 

C.l1.2.10 C.\I.2.1.1 Clarify definition of Design RequiremenVCommlbnent. 2 

C.II.2.11 C.l1.2.1.1 As literally worded, the definition of "Exists· would require an sse to 2 
satisfy all of the provisions in Ihe FSAR (withoLlt regard to safety 
significance). The wording should be changed to indicate that the sse 
must satisfy the Design Requirement/Commitment in the ITMC, which 
will Identify the "lop-level design Information" applicable to the SSC. 

C.l1.2.12 C.11.2.1.1 As literally worded, the definition of Functional Arrangement would 2 
require a system to satisfy all of the design descriptions in the FSAR 
(without regard to safety significance). The wording shoul~ be changed 
to Indicate that the system must satisfy the Design 
RequiremenVCommilmenlln IheITAAC. which will identify the "top-level 
desi n information" aoolicable to the system. 

C.11.2.13 C.11.2.1.1 The definition of ITMe should more closely track the language in 2 
proposed 10 CFR 52.BO. 

C.l1.2.14 C.l1.2.1.1 As literally worded, the definition of Physical Arrangement would require 2 
a structure to satisfy aU of the design descriptions in U1e 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 identity the -top-level 
desi n information- aDolicabte to the structure. 
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4� 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 ITAAe when a certified design is not 
referenced. 

4 Modify the 1" sentence of Ihe definition as follows: 
-Design RequjrementiCommlt~ent means ~ 
tRat peRleR af U~e detailed design information provided 
In the COL application that is verified by ITAAC." 

4� Change the definition of "Exists· to state as follows: 
·E"ists means that the item is present and meets the 
Design Re~uiremenVCommitment." 

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

4� Change the definition of ITMC 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 thai, If the inspections, tests, 
and analyses are performed and the acceptance 
criteria met, the facility has been constructed and will 
operate in confonnity with the combined license, the 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act. and the NRC's 
regulations,

4� Change the definition of Physical Arrangement to 
delete the reference to design description and instead 
refer to Ihe Design RequiremenUCommitment. 
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~ 
NO. 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRr'Ii1Nn COMMENT 

PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENpED WORplNG 

C.l1.2,15 C.11.2.2.2 GDC 1 pertains to quality assurance (OA). As Ihe NRC has long 1 3 Delete Bullet (20) "codes and standards (GDC 1)." 
recognized, ITAAe are not needed or appropriate for the QA 

Why do Ihese 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 
ITMC that verify implementation of codes and standards in general. 

C.II.2.16 C.l1.2,2.2 The -r bullet under the heading Pressure Boundary Integrity should be 2 4 Modify the second bullet to insert the words "for welds 

changed to be consislenl with the ITMC for Ihe existing design afterNDE. 
certifications and clarifies the scope of the NOE to be performed under 
thelTMC. 

C.II.2.17 C.l1.2.2.2 Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not 2 4 Delete the first bullet under the heading Normal Loads. 
appropriate for inclusion in the ITMC. Instead.ITAAC should focus on which states that ITMe should verify that normal and 
verification of the adequacy of the as-built plant (which occurs through accident loads have been appropriately combined. 
the other bullets under the heading Normal Loads, pertaining to as-built 
stress reconciliation reports). 

C.11.2.18 C.II.2.2.2 The 3d bullet under the heading Normal Loads should be changed to 2 4 Modify the third bullet to refer to "ASME Code·required 
clarify that thelTAAC in question pertain to ASME stress reports, not all wnreports: 
ASME reparts, 

C,11.2.19 C.II.2.2.2 Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is not 2 4 Under the heading Seismic Loads. delete the first 
appropriate for inclusion In the ITMC. Instead, ITAAC should focus on bUliet. which stales that ITMC should verify that 
veriflcallon of the 'adequacy of the as-built plent (which occu'" through stNctures and systems have been designed for 
the other bullets under the heading Seismic Loads pertaining to as-built seismic loads. 
stress reconciliation reoortst 

C.11.2.20 C.l1.2.2. Sec. This section contains numerous statements similar to "COL applicants 1 1 This section should be revised to remove all 
14.3.2 should provide ITMe to reconcile the as-built plant with the structural statements that imply a requirement for as-built 

design basis: Reconciliation between as-built configuration and reconciliation with analysis and replace it with' 
structural analysis is neither performed nor required unless there is a reconciliation of as-built configuration wIth design 
deviation from the design drawings used in the analysis, As·bullt drawings. 
configurations are checked against design drawings to verify complianc 
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. 

C,11.2.21 C.l1.2.2.2 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 

2 4 Modify the fourth bullet to refer to "ASME Code-
required §![u§. reports: 

ASME renorts. 
C,11.2.22 C.II.2.2.2 Under the heading Seismic Loads, to the extent that the 6th bullet is 2 4 Under the heading Seismic Loads, delete the sixth 

intended to refer to safely-related buildings, the ITMe is inappropriate bullet related to the collapse of buildings. 
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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NO. NRC ID NO. COMMENT 
C.II.2.23 C.11.2.2.2 Determining load combinations is a detailed design function and is nol 2 4 Under the heading related to the Suppression Pool, 

appropriate for inclusion in the lTAAC. Instead, ITAAC Should focus on delete the first bullet. which statesthet ITMC should 
verification of the adequacy of the as-built plant (which occurs through verify that structures and systems Iiave been designed 
the other bull~ts under the heading related to the Suppression Pool for hydrodynamic loads. 
pertaining to as·built stress reconciliation reports). 

C.11.2.24 C.II.2.2.2 The 4"1 bullet under the heading related to the Suppresston Pool should 
be changed to clarify that the ITMe in question pertain to ASME stress 

2 4 Modify the fourth bullet to refer to "AsME Code-
required ~ reports.

rennrt. not all AsME ren""s 
C.l1.2.25 C.11.2.2.2 Determining load is a detailed design function and is not appropriate for 2 4 Under the heading Flood, Wind, etc, delete the first 

inclusion in the ITAAC. Instead, ITMe should focus on verification of bullet which states thet ITMC should verify that 
the adequacy of the as-bui~ plant (which occurs through the other bullet structures and systems have been designed for natural 
under the heading Flood. Wind. etc.• pertaining to as-buill stress phenomena loads. 
reconciliation repOrtsl. 

C.l1.2.26 C.l1.2.2.2 The 3d bullet under the heading Pipe Break makes no sense as written. 2 • 4 Delete the third bullet related to reactor pressure 
RPVs are not postulated to experience LOCAs. Perhaps the reference vessel (RPV) LOCA analysis. 
to RPVs should be to the "reactor coolant pressure boundary,~ or 
-reactor coolant svstem." 

C.l1.2.27 C.l1.2.2.2 This topic of Codes and Standards is redundanl of the bullets under the 2 4 Delete the heading and bullet related to Codes and 
other headincs and therefore should be deleted. Standards. 

C.l1228 C.l1.2.2.2 This topic of As-Built Reconciliation is redundant of the bullets under the 3 4 Delete the heading and bullets related to As-Built 

C.11.2.29 C.t1.2.2.2 
other headincs and therefore should be deleted. 
Consistent with the practice for the ITMe for the existing design 
certifications, a single ITAAC may address the as-built stress 

3 4 
Reconciliation. 
Add a paragraph at the end of this section to state that 
ITMe for the various topics discussed in this section 

reconciliation for all toads applicable to a system, rather than having a may be combined into one or more ITAAe. and that a 
separate ITAAC for each load. separate ITAAC is not needed for each topic. 

C.l1.2.30 C.11.2.2.3 As a general rule; ITMC are not intended to, and are not appropriate 2 4 Modify the statement preceding the second series of 
for, verification of classifications. Instead, ITMC are intended 10 verify bullets in this section to delete reference to verifying 
that the as-built plant has certain design features and functions. piping and component "dassification." 

C.II.2.31 C.l1.2.2.3 It will not always be possible to simulate design basis conditions in the 2 4 Modify the last bullet of this section to indicate that the 
plant. Therefore, In some cases, It will be necessary to perform an capability of installed MOVs at design basis conditions 
analysis that extrapolates the results of tests at actual conditions 10 should be verify by in-situ testing and analysis. 
determine whether the MOVs wilt be able to perform their functions at 
desiQn basis conditions. 

C.Ii.2.32 C.11.2.2.3. This section requires as-buill analyses to be performed. See above 1 1 This &Bction should be revised to remove all 
Sec. 14.3.3 comment on C.lI.2.2.2, Section 14.3.2 concerning as-built reconciliation. statements that stipulate the structural analyses have 

As~built reconciliation Is performed by confirmation that the as·built to be revised to verify as·built cOnfiguration. The bullet 
configuration conforms to the design drawings. Structural analyses are on LBB reconciliation should be revised to raflect that 
only revised if necessary to reconcile deviations that are identified. If th ttle only input needed is the certified material tast 
design uses LBB methods there should be an ITAAC developed to reports. 
reqUire that a report exists and condudes that the material properties in 
the certified material test reports are consistent with the material 
properties assumed in the lBB analysis. 
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~ 
NO. 
C.II.2.33 

DG SECTION ~ 
NR" IDND. 

C.II.2.2.4 
COMMENT 
As a general rule, ITAAe are not intended to, and are nol appropriate 
for, verification of classifications. Instead, ITAAC are intended to verify 
that the as-buin plant has certain design features and functions. 

PRIORITY 

2 

~ 

4 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

Delete Item # 2 under the last bullet, which Indicates 
thai ITAAC should be developed to verify seismic and 
co~e classification. 

C.11.2.34 

C.l1.2.35 

C.l1.2.2.4 

C.11.2.2.5 

Item # 9 under the last bullet is too vague to be meaningful. Not all 
numeric performance values need to be verified. Instead, only the ~top-
level" oerformance values need to be verified. 
Some of the topics listed do not relate to the as-built plant. but Instead 
perwin to the licensing analyses thai 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.l1.10 of DG·1145. 

2 

2 

4 

4 

Delete Item # 9 under the last bullet, which states that 
ITAAe should verify "numeric performance values. ~ 

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. 

to. 

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 ITAAe. 

C.II.2.35 
(continued) 

C.II.2.2.5 Much of the information listed in this paragraph is not "top·level 
information" andlor 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 i 
Section C.II.1 of DG-1145, such topics are not appropriate for ITAAC. 

2 4 see above 

Furthermore, the information requested in this section is not necessary 
for ITMC as evidenced by the ITMC for the existing design 
certifications (which are by definition adequate for COL), 

C.11.2.36 

C.11.2.37 

C.11.2.38 

C.l1.2.39 

C.l1.2.2.5 

C.II.2.2.5 

C.l1.2.2.6 

C.II.2.2.7 

This paragraph merely lists the relevant GOC and provides no useful 
information regarding the content of the ITMC that are needed to verify 
the GOC. In this regard,lhe 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, OG-1145 
should reflect such a structure. 
As indicated in SECy-oS-197 and the associated Staff Requirements 
Memorandum, ITAAC are not appropriate for operational programs. 

Most non-safety-felated systems either have no safety function or minor 
safety functions. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to require ITMe 
related to the electrical power for such systems, Instead, such ITAAC 
should be limited to those non-safety-related systems thai have 
sic nmcant 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 8s·built plant has certain design features and functions, 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Delete or substantially reduce Items 34.0046 in this 
section related to the GOC. 

Under Items 48~50, delete the references to plans that 
do not periain to design and construction (e.g., 
maintenance traininO.oDeratlons start-UD testsl. 
Modify Item 10 of this section to indicate that ITMC 
should verify the functional arrangement of electrical 
power for non-safety systems to the extent that those 
systems perform a significant safety function 

Delete Item #3 under the lasl bullet in this section, 
which Indicales thai ITAAC should be developed to 
verify seismic and code classification. 
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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NQ. INRC IDNn, COMMENT 
C.II,240 C,II,2,2,7 Item 10 is too vague to be meaningful. Not all numeric performance 2 4 Delete Item #10 under the last bullet in this section 

values need to be verified. Instead, only-the "top-level- performance which states that ITAAC should verify -numeric 
values need to be verified. oerlormance values,

C.IL2,41 C.II,2,2.7, Some of the discussion in this section specifies ITAAC for as-built 2 4 This section should be revised to remove reference to 
Sec, 14.3.7� reconciliation with analyses. As noted in the comments above. the as- performing as-built reconciliation with analyses and 

built reconciliation is not performed with analyses, it is performed with replace it with as~uilt reconciliation with design 
the desi n drawinQs. drawinas. 

C.IL2,42 C.lI.2,2,8� Equipment leakage is a re1atlvely minor detail that is not appropriate for 2 4 Delete the fourth bullet in this section pertaining to 
ITAAC (which pertain to -top-.level infonnation-). In this regard, the equipment leakage characteristics. 

~ 

'." 
ITMC for the existing design certifications do not in general address 
equipment leakage characteristics (except for 8 few significant leakage 
issues, such as integrated containment leakage). 

C,11.2,43 C,II,2,2,8� The ITMC for the existing design certification do not require that 2 4 Modify the fifth bullet in this section pertaining to 
radIation protection equipment be environmental qualified (except as environmental qualification of radiation protection 
necessary to satisfy 10 CFR 50,49), equipment. The scope of the ITMe should be limited 

to that equipment that needs to be Qualified under 10 
CFR50,49, 

C.l1.2,44 C,II,2.2.8� The application will describe the liquid and gaseous radwaste systems 2 4 Modify the ninth bullet of this section to delete the 
and will evaluate onsite releases to verify thai the limits In Part 190 are reference 10 40 CFR Part 190, Instead, ITMC should 
met. The ITMC should not be focused on reverification of compliance require verification of the important design features anc 
with Part 190. Instead, the ITMe should be focused on verification of functions of the liquid and gaseous radwaste systems. 
the important design features and functions of the liquid and gaseous 
radwaste that were the basis for the analyses in the application. 

C.l1.2,45 C.l1.2,2,8� The ITMC should focus on the important design features and 2 4 In the last bullet in this section, delete the parenthetical 
performance characteristics relied upon in the accident evaluations. statement that references issues such as maximum 
ITMe should not be established to re·verify analytical assumptions delay time, maximum time for drawing negative 
such as delav times. ressure etc. 

C.l1.2.46 C,1I2.29� The ITMe for the existing design certification, and the generic 2 4 Delete the bullets that pertain to human factors 
emergency ITMC accepted by the NRC in Section C,1.13 or DG-1145, engineering (HFE) for the te"chnicaJ support center. 
do not address HFE for the TSC or EOF._ Such infonnation does not (TSC) and emergency operations facility (EOF). 
rise to ~toD-levellnformatjon: 

C.l1.2,47 C.l1.2.2,11� The ITMe for the existing design certifications provide for a CILRT . 2 4 Modify the last bullet in this section to indicate that 
rather than individual valve leakage lests. limitin9the ITMC to the ITMC should include a containment integrated leak 
CILRT is appropriate, because safely is ensure if the integrated' leakage rate test (CILRT), rather than tests of individual valve 

. is acee table.� loa1<a08. 
C.l1.2,48� Table C.II,2-1 The ITAAC for the existing design certifications only require NDE for 2 4 In ITMe # 2 in this table, change the word 

SAMPLE ASME welds, not NDE for all ASME components. "components" to "welds". 
ITMC 
FORMAT 

C,11.2.49� C,11.2: The ITAAC should focus on the results of type tests for equipment 2 4 Delete the sentence pertaining to equipment 
Appendix qualification, not whether there may be EO documentation problems. In qualification (EO) documentation. 50.49 
A.lA10 this fdgard, the ITAAC for the existing design certificatfons do not documentation requirements should be addressed In 

contain requirements to verify that the eQ documentation satisfies all of DG-114~, Section C.1.3.11, 
the reauirements in 10 CFR 50.49, 
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PRIORITY RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRr"'ii'Nfl COMMENT 
~	 DGSECTION BS.l.Allil.. ~ 

C.II.2.50� C.11.2; Accessibility is not ~top-level d~sign infonnation" that pertains to the 2 4 Delete this section, which pertains to accessibility to 
Appendix ·principal performance characteristics and safety functions of the 88Cs. porform lSI and 1ST. 
A.I.A.II� The ITAAC for the existing design certifications do not in general� 

address accessibility.� 

C.II.2.51 C.11.2; The ITMC for the existing design .certifications provide for a CllRT 2 4 Modify this sactlon to indicate that ITAAC should 
Appendix rather than individual valve leakage tests. Such provisions are include a containment integrated leak (CllRT) rate tast 
A.LB.11 appropriate, because safety Is assured if the Integrated leakage is (rather than tests of individual valve leakage). 

acceotable. 
C.II.2.52� C.!I.2; In general. this Attachment would require extremely detailed design 1 The comments applicable to Section C.11.2.2.5 are • 

Attachment A� information to be included in the ITMC. without regard to its safety equally applicable to this Attachment. This entire 
on I&C� significance. For example, there is no basis for including "cabinet layou attachment should be deleted, 
Systems� and wiring" in the ITAAC·. indusion 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 
.ought by this Attachment (e.g.. single failure analysis) Will need to be 
includod In tho application and opproved by the NRC - - thare 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 

art of ITAAC. 
C.IL2.52� C.J1.2; In general, this attachment does nothing more than repeat the 1 see above •
(continued)� Attachment A requirements of IEEE 603, lhe GDC. and SRP. The attachment doe. 

on I&C not distinguish between design information that needs to be reviewed .Systems� 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 (0� 

verification by ITMe, and detailed design information that ;s 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 deleled in its entirety.� 

C.II.2.53� C.II.2, Item C seeks submittal of the Software Test ptan. There is no 2 4 This section should be revised to remove the Software 
.� Appendix regulatory basis for this requirement. The Software Test Plan is not Test Plan,� 

C.iL2-A,I&C mentioned in BTP-14,� 
and Control� 
Systems,� 
Section II,� 
ITAAC:� 

Page 84 of 131� 10120/06 



NEI COMMENTS - DG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT 
NO. 

DG SECTION RELATED 
NRC ID No. COMMENT 

PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.11.2.54 C.l1.2; Not all recommendations in Regulatory Guides warrant treatment in 2 4 The first sentence of this paragraph should be modified 
AttachmenlA ITMC. For example, some recommendations simply caU for analyses to indicate thllt the recommendations in Regulatory 
on Electrical to be included in an application, but do not pertain to performance Guides should be verified through ITMe, to the extent 
Systems; charactenstics or safety functions. In other cases, the RegUlatory that they represent top-level infonnation on the 
Paragraph A.9 Guides contain recommendations that pertain to detailed design principal performance characteristics and safety 

information that does not rise to the leve! of Atop-level information," runetlons. 
Therefore, only those recommendations in RegUlatory Guides that 
represent top-level information on the principal performance 
characteristics and safety functions shoul~ be included in the lTAAC. 

C.II.2.55 C.11.2; Not all new design features warrant treatment in ITAAC. For example, 2 4 The first sentence of this paragraph should be modified 
Attachment A some new design features may be non-safety..,elated and have no to indicate that new design features should be verified 
on Electrical significant safety function. Tharefore, only those new design features through ITAAC, to the extent that they represent top~ 
Systems; that represent top-level information on the principal performance level information on the principal performance 
Paragraph characteristics and safety functions should be included in the ITAAC. characteristics and safety functions. 
A.12 

C.l1.2.56 C.l1.2; Most of the dimensions roquested by this paragraph are not crilicalto 1 4 Dalelathis paragraph, which requires ITMC for 
AttachmenlA safety and should not be embedded in the ITMC. In general, a license building dimensions. In the alternative, limit this 
on Building should be able to change these dimensions, without seeking prior NRC pa~agraph to a few key critical dimensions. 
Structures: approval. However, if the dimensions are In the ITAAC,they cannot be 
Paragraph 1.3 changed without NRC approval. 

In this regard, the NRC certified the ABWR design, without reqUiring tha 
the dimensions be verified by ITAAC (as provided in the footnote to 
ABWR Tier 1, Section 2.15.10). Although such information was requirs( 
for the ITAAC for the AP1000, we recommend that the NRC reconsider 
that position and·onty require ITAAC for those \(ey 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 noods as provided in paragraph 11.3 of the Attachment, 
and are not recommending any change to that provision. 

C.l1.2.57 C.l1.2 Sentence 2 of paragraph 4 states that COLAs MmustM include physical 2 3 Modify sentence to be consistent with new Appendix 

security ITAAC, In the same way that COLAs "musr indude EP ITAAC C.l1.2.C and Appendix I response C.1I1. 7-2 

However, EP ITAAC are unique In the way they are called out in the 

reaulatlon as reauired. 
C.l1.3.1 C.l1.3 C.l1.3-1 In Pubic Comment C.II.3-1 and C.l1.3-,\. tha Staff indicate. that Rag. 2 4 To establish a standard, consistant listing and 

C.11.3-4 Guida 4.2 provida. an acceptable approach tor COL appllcanl ER work. presentation of issues and information to be addressed 
However, as recognized by the Staff, Reg. Guide 4.2 is dated: it does in a COLA ER, It Is suggested that the Staff provide a 
not address a number of topics <::overed in NUREG·1555. simple table of contents for COLA ERs on C.11.3 (or 
[See also related comment and Staff response to Comment C.IIl.3-3. appendix to the Guide). This could be based on 
The Staff notes in this response it's consideration of using the ESRP as NUREG·1555. Appendix A. 
a format for its EIS. However, the industry question here deals with the 
expeclad format of the COLA ER.) 
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CQMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCiDNO. COMMENT 
C.II.3.2 C.lI.3 C.II.3-S Both Public Comments C.II.3-S and.7 pertain to the SAMOA evaluallon 2 4 Todfsr a clear, single location for guidance on NRC 

C.II.3-7 provided in a design certification and finality of the resulting NRC's EA. expectations regarding SAMOA and SAMA 
The issue of referencing a design still undergoing NRC review is also evaluations, it is recommended that the final Guide in 
raised in the comments. C.II.2 be revised to provide a specific reference ton the 
In respOnse to C.II.3·S. the Staff indicates that 8.response will be rulemaklng and statements where these subjects are 
provided via the final rulemaking. addressed. It is suggested that the NRC include its 

guidance on SAMA (,e.pon.e to Commenl C.II.3-7) in 
In response to C.11.3-7, the Staff described a number of actions needed Section C.lJ.3. 
by the SAMA evaluation that go .beyond SAMOA and DCO scope. The 
Staff stated no revision to the Guide was reqUired. 

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.III.1.1 C.1lI General C.III.1.x and Section 1.x of the ·second half' of C.III.1 have the 3 3 Change C.III.1, C.1II2, etc.; to C.lIl.a, C.lIl.b., ele., or 
significant potential to become confused because of the format of something analogous, 10 avoid two competing C.III.1.x 
DG114S. citations 

C.III.1.2� C.1I1.1 General C.III.1 - General Because C.III.1 pulls much information from the C.I 2 3 N/A 
sections, each comment on the C.I sections should also be checked 
against the corresponding C.III section, and vice versa. 

C.III.1.3 C.1I1.1� Section C.1I1.1 introductory material, in general, does not mention the 2 4 Add the following statement to C.III.1.10: 
Sec. 1.10� specIfic gUidance regarding incorporation of the rule and the OeD in the 

COLA. A reference to C.lV.2 is recommended, as a m..tter of ·See Section C.lV.2 for guidance on referencing an 
completeness. . design certification rule.· 

C.III.1.4 C.1I1.1� Guidance refers to the need to identify net electrical output. Of what 1 4 Indicate this as approximate and provided for 
Sec. 1.1� value is this infonnation, and to what extent is it considered binding as infonnatron only. 

part of the FSAR? The net electrical output will be Innuenced by many 
factors such as house loads that may not be known at the time of 
application. 

C.lII.1.S C.1I1.1� The phrase "whether the plant is colocated with existing operating 2 2 Replace with ".. .including the extent (if any) to which 
Sec. 1.1.1� nuclear power plants" should be clarified as the parameters of interest. the plant is collocated andlor interfaces with a licensed 

Does it apply to a new unit outside the protected area for the existing existing nuclear power plant (i.e., within the existing 
facility? Outside the exclusion area boundary? Does the unit's status planfs protected ar~a or exclusion area bounds.ry)." 
matter in the definition of "operating"? 

C.III.1.6 C.III.1� (1) "guides" is plural but DG·1145 is the only guide indicated 3 4 Consider replacing 1.1.6.1 with ·conformance with 
Sec. 11.6.1 (2) should indicated conformance with DG·1145 ensures/obviates need format and content guidance of this. regulatory guide.II 

to address RG·1.70 
(3) "DG-114S" should be replaced with RG numbe, when available 
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C.lII.1.7� C.lII.l Ambiguous reference to SRP conformance 2 4 Insert" .. .approved as of six month prior to submittal 

Sec. 1.1.6.2 date of application" after "(NUREG·0800)" 

C.III.1.8� C.l11.1 C.I.1.4 call the NSSS vendor "the reactor designer." On the other hand. 3 5' C.111. 1.1.4 - "The division of responsibility between the 
Sec.l.4� C.III,1,1.4 call Jhe NSSS vendor "the certified plant designer: EO.Rifted plaRt reactor designer, archit9ct-engineer. 

constructor, and plant operator should be delineated." 

C.III.1.9� C.l11.1 In several cases within 1.9. reference is made to the timing of 2 4 Acknowledge standard 10 be applied as a matter of 
Sec. 1.9 conformance (e.g., RegGuides or SRP in place 6 months before docket practice will be guidance in effect ·six mont~s prior to 

date). In some cases, the requirement is ambiguous (i.e., "6 months application date.' The NRC should initiate a 
before applicationN). Consistent with prior discussions and comments, it rulemaking to fix the regulations. 
is expected that, eIther through changes to guidance and regulations, a 
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. 

C.1I1.1.10� C.1I1.1 The first sub~heading ("COL Applicants That Reference a Certified 2 4 Delete subheading and first two sentences, such that 
Soc. 1.9.1� Design") Is redundant to the entire C.1I1.1 section, and is unnecessary. second paragraph would begin, ·Certified designs hav 

Coupled with the first two sentences of the folloWing paragraph, it already provided ..... 
unnecessarily confuses the context of the balance of the sectlon. 

-- This comment also applies to 1.9.2, 1.9.3, and 1.9.4. 

C.IIJ.1.11� C.III.1 C.I.l.9-1 The latter half of the first paragraph under the subheading "COL 2 4 Delete from "For example, if a design was certified. 
Sec. 1.9.1� Application Timing" is not completely accurate, and is somewhat to the end of the paragraph.� 

redundant to Information in the same paragraph, and while It attempts to� 
clarify by example, it is not worth the confusion created.� 

It a design was certIfied in December 2005, the obligation to Nsix.ofTlonth" 
conformance would not be keyed off ot the Dec 2005 date, but rather on 
the date of submittal or docketing ot the original application. 

This comment also applies to 1.9.2, 1.9.3, and 1.9.4. 

Page 87 of 131� 10/20/06 



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

~ DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.1.12 C.1I1.1 C.I.1-6 The third paragraph in this section (that begins, "There may be cases 1 1 Delete this paragraph or, at III minimum, provide the 

Sec. 1.9.1 where a certified design addresses SRP conformance ...·) seems regulatory basis for this apparent departure from 
inconsistent with the regulation. It states, in part, "where the SRPs design finalization. 
applicable to the certified design have besn 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 
sltuallon, will Identify and Justify a devlallon or axceptlon from 
conformanCB with the SRP in effect 6 months before the docket date of 
the COL application.· 

. The discussion It in the context of Itdesign·relaled issues for which the 

. COL applicant's operationally-related Issues/programs are dependent 
(e.g., fire protection)," but this scenario is not weI! explained, nor is there 
any justification presented as to why design finality of a certified design 
should not be weighted Iilore heavily than the operational programs that 
might be related to those approved 
design elements. 

C.III.1.12 C.1I1.1 C.I.1-6 The Staff needs to clarify the regulatory basis for requiring justification 0 1 1 see above 
(continuBd) Sec. 1.9.1 conformance with the SRP that was in effect at the time the OeD was 

docket.d. 
. . 

C.III.1.13 C.II!.l C.III.1 discutsion of FSAR 1.9.1 states "8 COL applicant should addres 2 4 NlA 
Sec. 1.9.1 conformance with Regulatory Guides in effect 5 nionths 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 inso.far 
as they pertain to operational aspects of the facility." Does this guidanc 
indicate that the only regulatory guides that need to be addressed are 
those that address "facility deslgnM or Noperalional 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? 
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C.III.1.14� C.lII.1 Comment # C.I.1.18 on Section C.I.1.9.3 is applicable as well to C.III.1, 2 4 See Comment #C.I.1.18. The proposed changes al 

Soc. 1.9.3 Section 1.9.3. C.1.1.9.3 apply as well 10 C.IIL1, Secllon 19.3. 
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.I.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 thai the cited 
proposed Part 52.79(a)(20) Is understood 10 require COLAs to "Indude" 
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. 

C.l11.1.15� C.III.1 The first sentence on the "international operating experience" section 1 4 Clanfy that the regulatory basIs for use of international 
Sec. 1.9.4� significantly overstales the regulatory requirement. OG1145 says experience is in the context of 8n alternative to 

"Applicants for certified design and applicants for a combined license ~ domestic experience, and clarify limits of what an 
are required to address comparable international operating experience," applicant may be "required" to provide when he does 
while the proposed regulation makes It dear that use of international not have direct access to information regarding extent 
experience Is an alternative to use of domestic experience. Further. of international BKperience considered in the certified 
COL applicants will, in most casos, have no ability to discern tho extont design. 
10 which Intematlonolexperien~ is factored into Ihe design, and 
international regulations and guidance may have no relevance to those 
in the US. . 

C.III.1.16� C.III.1, Typo: Population density criteria is incorrectly stated as 500 3 3 Change to 500 persons/mi2 to be consistent with 
2.1.3.6� personslkm2. C.I.2.1.3.6 correctly presents this as 500 persons I mi2. C.I.2.1.3.6 and Reg. Guide 4.7. 

C.1I1.1.17 C.lIl.t, Footnote 7, page C.lll.1-27. pertains to changes from the referenced. 2 4 The Staff is requested to clarify the application of 
Sec. 2.4 OCD. However, it is not clear as to the relevance of Footnote 7 to the Footnote 7 to the referenced text or delete the footnote 

referenced text which does not speak to changes from the OCD. 

C.lII.1.18� C.l11.1 What are major Seismic Category I structures? 2 4 Provide clarification. 
Sections 
3.7.2.2 and 
3.7.2.12 

C.I1I.1.19� C.1I1.t Section What is the definition of Seismic Category II? Based on the text, it 2 4 Delete the term "Seismic Category II" or define it and 
3.7.2.8� implie. SSCs Ihat meel RegUlatory Guide 1.29 Posillon C.2 u~e it consistently throughout DG--1145. 

reqUirements are classified as Seismic Category n. 

CIII.1.20� C.III.1 Section Typo. 3 5 Replace ASMC with ASME. 
3.9.6.5 
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C.III.1.21� C.l11.1 Ch. Currently. this section only addresses BWR reactor internals· PWR 2 .3 Provide words similar to C.I.3.9.2.3 

3.9.2.3� reactor internals need to be addressed as well. 

C,III.1.22� C.III.1, Please clarify if it will be acceptable to reference the EPRI Water 2 4 Clarify that Ihe EPRI Water Chamislry guidelines can 
Sec. 5.2.3.2 Chemistry guidelines for the new plants. or will an applicant need to cut- be incorporated by reference 
(1). (2) and-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. 

C.1I1.1.23� C.III.1, section C.1.5.2.4.1, YISI and 1ST ProgramsM This sectioA provides a list 1 2 Add the following to the end of this section as a: 

Sec. 5,2.4.1� of 9 items to be provided in the COLA to allow the Staff to make a separate paragraph: 
reasonable assurance finding. Some of the 9 items will not be available 
at the lime the COLA is submitted. For example, items 11(1), 12(2), ~lt is acceptable to submit a gen'eral description of the 
17(7) and 18(8) would not be complete al COLA. 118m t can be programs as long as it "fully desCfibes~ the programs. 
completed (or major components of the RCPS. For item 2. it is not as defined in ~ECY~5-0197. and references any 
expected that all remote access equIpment would be identified selleral applicable standards regarding the lSI and 1ST 
years before the examinations. Also. items 17(7) and 18(8), code . programs. When some detailed information for the lSI 
exemptions and relief requests will not be developed at the time the and 1ST prOgrams as requjre~ in this section is not 
application is submitted. The list should be modified to recognize that al available al the time of submitting the application. the 
such Items that have been identified may not be included in the COL applicant should make 8 commitment in the 
application.� application that such information will be provided at a 

later date (at leasl one year prior 10 fuel load) for NRC 
review prior to fU8110ad.~ 

C.lII.1.24� C. 111.1 , The numbering of the 9 items listed in this section slart with 11, inslead 3 5 Re-number the list of items starting with (1) 
Sec. 5.2.4.1 of 1. 

C,1I1.125� C.lIl.l, Please darify the requirement to discuss the procedures used to meet 1 2 Delete the words, "and procedures," from the second 
Sec. 5.2.4.1 Code requirements in the second sentence of this bullet. Procedures sentence of the third bullet ~nder Section C.I.5.2.4.1, 
(13)� will not ba davelopad by the lime of COL application. Also,lt does nol and replace the comma between ~m.thods· and 

seem to be advisable to submit detailed procedures which require a ·techniques~ with the word "and.
FSAR update if a change to the procedure Is penormed. We believe 
that 8 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. 
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C.lII.1.26 C.III.1, The industry does not have ~exemptjons"from Code requirements, but 2 4 Delete the following bullated item~ 

Sec. 5.2.4.1 rather has Relief Requests and alternatives per 10 CFR 50.55a. The Gode exemptions. Identify any exemptions from Gode 
(7) industry also works 10 Code Cases, as specified in Regulatory Guide requirements, 

1.147. Please clarify jf 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 Xl as defined In Section XI (usually 
based on size), please clarify and elaborate that this is the intent of this 
item. 

C.1I1.1.27 C.l11.1 Lead-in info of section C.III.i· Ch. 6 stales -The applicants should state 2 3 Omit this statement from Chapter 6. but address the 
Ch.6 its intentions with regard to its adoption of risk intormed categorization ",e of §50.69 in Section 3.2 of the FSAR. 10 CFR 

and treatment of structures, systems and components in accordance 50.69 is currently not mentioned in C.1.3. 
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. fDuplical 
of comment on CU.1 

CJII.1.28 C.1I1.1 Lead4n info of section C.III.1- Ch. 6 sfales "Generic DCOs typically 2 3 Be consistent with Staff interpretation of 10 CFR Part 
Ch.6 address the equipment, the material used to manufacture the 52. 

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 OCD information, not "incorporate by reference.· (Duplicate 
of comment on C.1.6.l 

C.1II1.29 C.1I1.1 The section labeled "General" duplicates CJ.6. It should be written to 2 3 Rewrite General info to identlfy what is needed beyond 
Ch.6 General identify what is necessary beyond the reterenced DCD consistent with the referenced DCD. 

the intent of C.l11.1. 
C.III.1.30 C.1I1.1 The section labeled "General" states "The General Design Criteria 2 3 Make these statements consistent. 

Ch. 6 General (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 seNe 
as engineered safety features (ESFs) systems." This statement is not 
consistent with similar statement in C.1.6. 

C.III.1.31 C.III.1, According to RG 1.82 Rev.3. the design of the adverse effects, such as 2 2 Add the follOWing item in this section tor evaluation of 
6.2.2 debris, chemicals trom buffering agents arid debris effects generated containment sump analysis - The design of the 

from the use of unqualified coatings (which may nol adhere to the adverse effects, such as debris, chemicals from 
surface) should be considered. In general, this information should be buffering agents and debris effects generated from the 
provided at the COL stage for COL applicants that reterence a certified use ot unqualified coatings (which may not adhere to 
design. the surtace) should be considered aLthe COL stage. 

C.III.1.32 C.IIU C.III.1.6.2.7 states ·COL applicanlthal reference a certified design do 2 2 Either section C.Ill.1.6.2.7 should be deleted, or a 
6.2.7 not need to include additional Information" while there is no correspond similar section should be included in C.1.5.2. 

section in C.1.6.2: There should be consistency withIn these seclians. 

C.III.1.33 C.III.1 C.1.6.6.6 requests MDescribe the method to be used in evaluating 2· 4 "Oescribe the method to be used in evaluating 
6.6.6 examination results for Class 3 components and. until publication of examination results for Class 3 components and, 

IWD-3000, indicate the extent to which these methods are consistent indicate the 8)(tent to which these methods are 
with requirements in Article tWA-30DO of Section XI.· This guidance consistent with requirements in Article IWD-3000 of 
should be Updated to reflect that IWD-3000 has now been published. Section Xl.
Duplicate of comment on C.1.6.1 
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C.III.1.34 C.III.1, This section s.tales: ~ld9ntify all instrumentation, control, and supporting As worded, applicants referencing a certified design 

Sec 7.1.1 systems that are not addressed in tl1e design control document of the (C.III) must identity all instrumentation, control, and 
referenced certified design or other parts of the COL application: supporting systems not addressed in the OeD, 
per C.I.1.7.1.1: ~The application document should list all induding 'non-safety related instrumentation, control, 
instrumentation, control. and supporting sytitems that Bre safety related, and supporting system~, whereas applicants for non· 
including alarm communication. and display Instrumentation." certified design (C.I) are only required to address the 

safety related ones. Revise C.III.?1.1 to be consistent 
with C.I.1.7.1.1. 

CIJI.1.35 C.III.1, 5th sentence has the phrase "accepting the~ repeated twice in the 3 5 Modify to correct the duplication. 
Sec. 8.2.2 sentence. 

C.III.1.36 C.III.1 This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL 1 1 Del.t. the following from C.lII.1.g.1.3: 
Sec. 9.1.3 applicant referencing a certified design. The second and third bullets of • Describe operational program to maintain spent fuel 

this information require the following additional information: decay heat load within spent fuel pool corning system 
• Describe operational program to maintain spent fuel decay heat load heat removal capacity during refueling, including 
within spent fuel pool cooling system heat removal capacity during analytical methods used to calculate decay heat 
refueling, including analytical methods used to calculate decay heal generation and heat removal capacity. 
generation and heat remov~1 capacity. • With raspect to neutron absorber material, provide 
• With respect to neutron absorber material, provide pool cleanliness pool cleanliness reqUirements for normal operations in 
requirements for normal operations in the design bases for the cooling the design bases for the cooling and cleanup system 
and deanup system for the spent fuel facilities. for the spent fuel facilities. 

This information does not appear to· be required in the corresponding 
section of DG-1145, C.L9. Additionally, the operational program 
described is not identified as an operational program required by 
regulation, as addressed in Section C.I. t3.4.snd C.1V,3 of OG-1145. 
These requirements appear 10 be inappropriate. 

C.1I1.1.37 C.1I1.1 This section describes additional information to be provided by a COL 1 3 Modify the s9.clion to read as folloWS: 
Sec. 9. 1.4 applicant referencing a certified design.. The additional information Typically included as part of the referenced certified 

required Is: design. No additional infonnation needs to be provided 
• Desaibe the operational program governing fuel handling, including by a COL applicant referencing a certified design. 
procedures and administrative contrQIs. 
This information does not appear to be required ·in the corresponding 
seclion of DG·1145, C.1.9. Addltlonelly, the operation.' program 
described is not identified as an operational program required by 
regulation, as addressed in Section C.1.13.4 and C.lV.3 of DG-1145. 
This reqUirement appears to be inappropriate, 
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C.JII.1.38 C.III.l This section desaibes additional information to be provided by a COL 1 1 Modify the section to read as follows: 

Sec. 9.1.5 applicant referencing a certified design. The second and third Typically included as part of the referenced certified 
paragraphs of the section requires the following additional information: design. No additional information needs 10 be provided 

by a COL applicant referencing a certified design. 
Describe the operational program governing heavy load handling, 
including: 
• A listing of alt heavy loads and heavy load handling equipment outside 
the bounds of loads described in the certified design, and the associate 
heavy load attribUles. 
• Heavy load handling safe load paths and routi':!9 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. 
• QA 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 OG·1145, C.I.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-1145. These requirements appear to be inappropriate. 

C.III.1.39 C.III.1 A1tho~gh the same design bases information is described, the list is 3 3 Split the fifth bullet of the design bases to be provided 
Sec. 9.2.5.1 worded differently between this section and the corresponding section I into two bullets, as follows: 

CJ.9. Specifically, the fifth bullet of the list reads as follows:� • capability of essential components to withstand 
The ability of essential components to withstand design loadings,� design loadings 
provisions for inspection of essential structures and subsystems� • provisions for inspection of essential structures and 

SUbsystems 

C.111.1.40� C.1I1.1 The reference to RG 1.29 for this section is incorrect. RG 1.29 deal& 3 3 Change RG '.29 to RG 1.27. 
Sec. 9.2.5.2 with seismic classification. The reference instead should be to RG 1.27. 

Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power Plants. 
C.lII.1.41� C.1I1.1 The first sentence of (he third paragraph of this section states, -Describ 1 1 Delete the following from the third paragraph of this 

Sec. 9.3.3 how the final size of the drvwell sump is determined." sectioo: 
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C.1I1.1.42� C.III.1 C.1.9.5.1.3-' The 10th bullet of the information required to be submitted in the second 3 3 Delete bullet (10) referencin9 the "fire PRA: and 

Sec. 9.5.1.1 paragraph of the section reads as follows: replace with Ihe lollowlng allhe end ollhe paragraph: 
(10) Fir. PRA peer review results· these should include all high-level Guidance for fire probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs) 
Facts and Observations and is provided in Sections C.I.19 (Probabilistic Risk 
their resolution, or plan and schedule for resolution if at a future date, as Assessment Information and Severe Accidents) and 
documented by an uindependent" peer reyjew (I.e.. one performed C.II.I (Probabilistic Risk Assessment). 
according to an approved fire PRA standard by 8 group independent 
from the applicant) 
A similar commenl, C.I.9.5.1.3-1, was addressed by NRC in AppendiX I 
to OG-1145, wherein the reference to Mfire PRAM was removed and 
reference made to PRA requirements in Section C.I.19 and C.II.1. The 
same revision should be made in this section. 

C.III.1.43� C.lII.l Change the word Madditlon~ to "edition." 3 4 See next comment 
Sec. 9.5.1.1(2 

C.III.1.44� C.1I1.1 This section should be revised to address the fact that the design 1 1 The final list of industry codes and slandards will be 
Sec, 9.5.1.1 (2 certification identifies the codes and standards applicable to the certified 90verned by the DCD (6 months prior 10 DCD) ror 

design.� 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 8 design change to the plant 
in which case the industry will ask for exemption 
(provided there Is no NRC associated back fit). 

C.III.1.45� C.lII.I, 5th bullet states "Heavy· instead of "Heavy." 3 5 
See9.1.S.l 

C.III.1.46� C.IIL1, Section 9.4.5 is followed by Section 9.5.1. Section 9.4.5 should be 3 5 
Sec 9.4.5 followed bv "9.5 Other Auxiliarv Systems." 

C.III.1.47� C.1I1.1 Numerous sections like 9.3.1, 9.3.3, 9.5.4, 9.5.5 should give credit to th 1 4 Add the following sentence to these and other sections 
Chapter 9 noled items already haVing been addressed in the OCD. These section "If this information Is included in th~ OCD. COL 

do not do so as presently written. applicants referencing a certified design do not need to 
include additional information." 
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C.III.lAB C.l11.1 Section slates, wlf not contained in the oCD. discuss how the 1 2 and 3 "Provide a general description and/or reference to 

Sec. 10.2.3 environmental conditions. operational parameters. design features. applicable standards on how design. procurement, 
fabrication, material properties, and maintenance Bre managed and fabrication. maintenance and operations will be 
considered to mitigate the following potential degradation mechanisms conducted so as to mitigate the following potential 
in the turbine rotor and bucketslblades: pitting, stress corrosion degradation mechanisms in the turbine rotor end 
cracking, corrosion fatigue, low·cycle fatigue, erosion, and erosion· bucketslblades: pitting, stress corrosion cracking, 
corrosion," corrosion fatigue, low-cycle fatigue. erosion, and 

erosion-corrosion. The COL applicant should provide 
"If not contained in the DCD,· is not an appropriate criterion for requiring schedule for making procurement specifications and 
COLA info. Rather. COLAs will contain information required by the related information describing design features. 
regUlations that Is sufficient to support NRC safety reviews and findings. fabrication methods, and materiar properties available 
and need not provide additional detail about the approved standard for NRC audit. but the schedule need not be part of the 
design, Moreover, the requested Information is not practical or COLA. This information should be made available at 
necessary to provide at time of COLA, least One year prior to Scheduled fuel load." 

C.111.1.49 C.III.', Section states, "Describe the turbine rotor inservice test and inspection 1 2 and 3 Add statement consistent with C.1.10.2.3.3 as follows: 
Sec. 10.2.3 program. In this description, include inspection frequency, scope "It is acceptable for the COL applicant to submit a 

(components/areas to be inspected), inspection method for each general description and reference any applicable 
component. acceptance criteria, disposition of reportable indications. standards regarding in-service inspection of the turbine 
and correctlve actions. Provide the technical basis for the inspection rotor; however, the COL applicant should provide a 
frequency." schedule for submItting the fihalized in-service 

inspection procedures and acceptance criteria. This 
sc.hedule will be subject to a license condition for 
implementation. The finalized information should be 
provided no later than one year before Initial scheduled 
fuelload. d 

When addressing the timing of this information need. 
note that the following was included in Section 10.2.60 
the AP1 000 DCD: 

'f.he 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. 
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C.III.1.50 C.III.1, Section states. "Develop f1owa 8ccelerated corrosion (FAC) monitoring 2 2 ~Provide a general descripti~ andlor reference to 

Sec. 10.3.6 program for carbon steel portions of the steam and power conversion applicable standards for developing a flow-accelerated 
system that contain water or wet steam." corrosion (FAC) monitoring program for carbon steel 

portions of the steam and power conversion system 
It is not necessary or practical to develop an FAG program at the time of that contain water or wet steam." 
COLA. 

C.III.1.51 C.III.1 For non-code components. provide plant-speclfic materials property del 2 2 It is not clear what is meant by "non-code components· 
Sec. 10.3.6 such as chemistry, yield strenglh, fracture toughness data (KIC.), As utilized in the second bullet of C.I.10.3.6.3, the 

Charpy V-notch energy, nil-ductility temperature. fracture appearance meaning of the term appears to apply to components 
transition temperature. Identify appropriate ITMe to verify the expecte outside of the ASME Section III portion of the MS/FW 
material properties induding manufacturer/fabricator, and heat systems. However, based on the general-statement in 
number(s). C.1.10.3.6 and the specifl~ usage In C.1.10.3.6.1, it 

could be construed that the COLA applicant is only -required to provide the indicated inronnation "on 
materials used for ASME"Boiler and Pressure Vessel 
Code, Section III, Cia.. 2 and 3 components...". 

If the former definition is correct, that non~code 

components are components that are outside of the 
ASME Section III code 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 III, Cla.ss 2 and 3 components. 

C.lII.1.52 C.III.l, Section states, -For non-code components, provide expected plant 1 land3 Delete the second sentence regarding ITMC. 
Sec. 10.3.6 specific materials property data such as chemistry, yield strength, 

fracture toughness data (KIC.), Charp.y V·notch energy, nil·ductility 
temperature, f~acture appearance transition temperature. Identity 
appropriate ITMe to verify the expected material properties including 
manufacturerlfabricator, and heat number(s)." 

Per past practice for design certification and Section C.lI.2, ITAAC are 
not established to verify material properties at non"'Code components in 
the steam and feedwater systems. Rather, NRC may verify actual 
material properties through normal design implementation Inspections. 

Pege 96 of 131 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS· DG·1145, 'COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 

COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
1tID: NRCiiiNO. COMMENT 
C.lII.1.53 C. 111.1 , Section slates. -Discuss design and operational procedures for 2 2 ·Oiscuss GesigA-aAQ-operatlonal ~~ 

Sec. 10.4.9 avoidance of steam binding on the AFW pumps· for avoidance of steam binding on the AFW pumps." 

Design provisions witl be described in the referenced OCD. 8S 
appropriate. Operational procedures will not be available at time of 
COLA so theY cannot be discussed. 

C.111.1.54 C.lII1, Section slates, '"Describe the inspection and testIng procedures to verify 2 2 "Describe the inspection and 18sting~ to 
sec. 10.4.9 that the system is capable of automatically Initiating auxtliary feedwaler verify thai the system is capable of automatically 

flow upon receipt of a system actuation signal. initiating auxiliary feedwater flow upon receipt of a 
svstem actuation sienal." 

C.III.l.55 C.III.1, Section states, "D~scribe Ihe inspection and testing procedures to be 2 2 "Describe the inspection and testing ~ to be 
sec. 10.4.9 performed 10 verify that the system satisfies the recommendations of performEid to verity that lhe system satisfies the 

RegUlatory Guide 1.62 with respect to the system capability to manually recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.62 with 
initiate protective.action by the auxiliary feedwater system. respect to the system capability to manually initiate 

rolectlve action bv the auxiliarv feedwater svstem." 
C.lII.1.56 C.III.1, Section states, "Describe the inspection and testing procedures to be 2 2 "Describe the inspection and testing~to be 

sec. 10.4.9 performed to verify that essential portions of the AFWS are isolable frorr performed to verify that essential portions of the AFWS 
non..essential portions, so that system perlonTlance is not impaired' in BrB isolable from non-essential portions, so that systelT 
the event of a failure of a non~essential component. performance is not impaired in the event of a failure of 

a non-essential comnonent." 
C.III.1.57 C.III.1, Section states, "Describe the design,features of the turbine rotor, shaft, 2 2 "Provide a general description of how design, 

sec 10.2.3 couplings. and bucketslblades If these features were not described in procurement and fabrication of the turbine rotor, shaft, 
the DCD. Provide drawings. Identify the manufacturer and model couplings, and buckets/blades will be conducted 
number. Discuss fabrication methods." c-;mslstent with design certification requirements and 

applicable codes and standards. The COL applicant 
"Describe ... if these features were not described in the OeD: is not an should provide a schedule for making procorement 
appropriate criterion for requiring COLA info. Design features of tha specifications and related information describing 
turbine rotor, etc., will be described in the OeD as appropriate. COLAs design features, fabrication methods, and material 
will contain information required by the regulations that Is sufficient to properties available for NRC audit. This Information 
support NRC safety reviews and findings, and need not provide should be made available at least one year prior to 
additional detail about the approved sta':!dard design. Moreover, scheduled fuel load." 

manufacturer and model number are not practical or necessary to 
rovide at time of COLA. 

C.III.1.58 C.1I1.1 Section states, "For BWRs, if an altemate leakage path is chosen, 2 2 ~For BWRs, if an alternate leakage path is chosen. 
sec. 10.3 provide detailed drawings that show the MSIV alternate leakage path provide drawings or detailed descriptions of the routing 

lines including the condenser, all applicable connections to the system QlMSIV alternate leakage path lines including the 
and their seismic classffication." conde~ser, all applicable connections to the system. 

and their seismic classification." 
C.\1I.1.59 C.111.1 Seclion states. "When cast austenitic stainless steel materials are used, 2 2 "When cast austenitic stainless steel materials are 

sec. 10.3 discuss what measures have been taken to ensure that these materials used, discuss what component configuration and 
can be adequately inspected by volumetric methods as required in the access provisions have been made to ensure that 
inservicB inspection program." these materials can be adequately Inspected by 

volumetric methods as required in the inservice 
insoection nronram.~ 

C.III.1.60 C.lI1.1 This section makes refer~nce to R~ 1.123 which has been withdrawn. 3 1 Correct reference 
Sec. 10.4.3 

C.1I1.1.61 C.l11.1 Bullets one and four make reference to reactor water chemistry. 3 1 For clarity, please consider separate phrasing of BWR 
Sec. 10.4.6 and PWR reauiremenfs 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDEP WORDING 
NO. NRCIDNO. COMMENT 
C.III.l.62 C..Ill.l. Seclion 10.3 is followed by Section 10.3.6. II appears that Section 10.3 3 5 

Sec .10.3 should be followed bv "10.3.5 Water ChemistrvlPWR onlv): 
C.III.l.63 C.1I1.1. The objective and primary benefit of mobile systems is fleXibility in term 1 1 The requirements to describe mobile systems in terms 

Ch.11 of selection and raplacement. Outage equipment (e.g., laundry of their ·operating characteristics. ALARA design 
processing system) may change with every outage, thereby requiring an features. waste processing rates. Instrumentation and 
SAR change. Outdated or defective equipment should allow conlrols that govern system operation and termination 
replacement with an entirely different system without pursuing an SAR of process and releases" are too prescriptive and lock 
change. The objective of the SAR should be to identify what minimum the ptant operator into specific systems. More generic 
operating characteristics will apply, ALARA objectives and minimum requirements should be specified. 
ALARA design features (a& applicable), minimum instrumentation 
(monitoring) requirements, and minimum controls for governing critical 
or safely operation Bind termination functions. Minimum waste 
processing rates should only be required for liquid ~nd gaseous effluent 
svstems. 

C.III.1.64 C.III.1. Consistency. 3 3 Change "FSAR" to ·SAR." 
Soc.12.5.1 

C.III.1.65 C.1I1.1. Current language is too prescriptive and would require an SAR revision 2 4 Change ·Oescribe the types of detectors and monitors, 
Soc. 12.2.2. for every new instrument type..quantity, etc. as well as the quantities.. ," to "Describe the typk:al 
para" 2 types of detectors and monitors. as well as the 

minImum aua-otities..... 
C.III.1.66 C.lII.l Provide a description of any additional contained radiation sources not 2 2 Since some of these sources may not be procured until 

Sec. 12.2.1 identified in Section" 12.2.1 of the OeD for the referenced plant design. nearer fuel loading, the exact quantities may be 
including radiation sources used for in~trument calibration or unknown at COL application. Revise to describe 
radiography. program for obtaining and controlling sources, 

C.III.1.67 C.1I1.12.3.4 C.III.12.3.4 contains the two follOWing items 2 4 These passages need clarification, Discuss difference 
1. YDescribe the use of portable instruments, and the associated training or delete duplication. 
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 nem III.D.3.3 of NUREG-0737" 
2. YAddress 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. .. 

C.III.1.68� C.III.1. C.1I1.1.12.5.3, Radioactive Material Cantrol, para 3 5 In sentence 3, change Yposilion oontrol" to Ypositlve 
Soc.12.5.3, lypo control." 
Radioactive 
Material 
Control, para 
1 
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NO NRr.iDNo. COMMENT 
C.III1.69 C.lII.1. Numerous changes that were made to C.I.13 during the various 1 4 C.11I5hould revised to be consistent with C.I. 

Chapter 13 iterations of 511 to 6/30 to 9/1 were not carried over to C.III.1, Chapter 
13. 
Examples include: 
1. The requirement for inclusion of resumes in the FSAR were removed 
In C.1.13.1. 9/01 varsion but not In C.III.1. Chap 13.1. 
2. The last sentence dfthe first paragraph of section 13.2.1.1(1) in 
C.I.13 was changed from "The program should distinguish between 
classroom, on-tha-job. end simulator training, ..... to MThe program 
should distinguish between formal instruction, on-tile-job, and simulator 
training",,~, This same change was not made in C.III.', Chapter 13. 

C.1I1.1.70 C.lII.l. Ch.13� A MReferences" section was not included in section C.l11.1-13 as is in 3 3 C.III should revised to be consistent with C.I. 
oaclion 13.1.4 01C.1.13 

C.1I1.1.71 C.III.1. Sac� 1st sentence has the phrase ~provide the" repeated twice in the 3 5 Correct the sentence 
13.1.2.2 sentence. 

C.III.1.72 C.1I1.1� The emergency class definitions have been revised to include security 1 1 Ttla ameFgeRa~ ~lar:1 6RBl:fIEi iRsh::lEie tAe emeFgeAS~ 

13.3� events. sla66ifiaatieR I, el 69Rsme eeesFili8\f iR "'~l3eR~i* 1 
aA~ i"••lo.,o.1 3101lYI'IEQ Q60Uha omargency 
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. 

C.lII.1.73 C.111.1� This confirmation of agreement does not need to be a permanent part 0 2 4 The applicant should provide some form of 
13.3 the E-plan. Also, the letter showing offsite agency agreement Is needed� confirmation of the agreement, such as a letter signed 

whether or not there are other reactors at the site. by State and local govemrnental authorities.~ 

8ff18F!i9RSY plaR, if tAe spplie8RI pFEl iaes eFfll8rgeAsy 
:IlIGtiQR 18' '816 ditfer8At ffoeFR t*:l968 fer U:'l8 8JCi6tiRg 
FBssler(6) VA tt:le site with the application. 

C.III.1.74 C.III.1� This should be able to be provided by reference to other sections. 2 2 Add the following sentence after the. second. paragraph 
13.3� on page C.1.13-11 :"It is acceptable to reference the 

sections in the FSAR that address site characteristics 
to s8Usfv this reouirement." 

C.1I1.1.75 C.1I1.1� Existing regulations do not require submittal of State and local 1 1 In addition to the NRC's regulations (described above), 
13.3� omargency response procaduras. Just plans. (10 CFR 50.33(g» the COL applicatIon needs to include tI1e applicable 

State. Tribal, and local plans BRd pFeSed14f'86 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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C.III.1.76 C.l11.1 It is permissible for the Emergency Plan to be a stand alone document. 3 2 This plen should be a physically separate document 

13.3.1 __ referenced by Section 13.3 of lhe FSAR. 
and may incorporate by reference various State and 
local emergency plans or other relevant materials. 

C.III.1.77 C.1I1.1 The requirement otl0CFR 73.71(0) should be addressed under. 1 4 The cross-reference should indicate where the specific 
13.3.1 security, not EP. ailorio in 10 CFR 50.72(0)(3),10 CFR 5O.72(a)(4), 10 

CFR 50.72(e)(3), Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.4ll
~I"R 73.71(0), and NUREG.Q654IFEMA·REP·1, Rev. 1 
are addressed in the applicant's plans. 

. C.III.1.78 C.1I1.1 Explicitly state what type of documents must be addressed· GL, BL, 1 1 The applicant should address the various generic 
13.3.1 Orders. This should not include IN's as Ihese are not supposed to set communications and Commission Orders that ara in 

new requirements. effect...explicitly state what type of documents must be 
addressed - GL BL Orders. 

C.1I1.1.79 C.l11.1 The EAL information should be in the stand alone Emergency Plan. 3 3 The ~ emervency plan should also address an 
13.3.1 emergency classification and action level scheme, as 

recuired bv 10 CFR 50.47fb\14\.· 
C.lII.1.80 C.lii.l For security..,elated aspects of EP to be addressed, explicitly reference 2 4 The applicant should address the NRC Orders issued 

13.3.1 Bt 2005-02 and RIS 2006-12, ncljusllhe 2002 orders. Februa'Y 25, 2002, BL 2005·02 and RIS 2006-12, as 
welles 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 
emercencv olan. 

C.III.1.81 C.l11.1 10 CFR 2.390 gives the requirements for marking information to be 3 1 Any information SUbmitted to the NRC that is 
13.3.1 withheld from pUblic disclosure. proprietary, senslUve, or safeguards information should 

be marked appreJjlrlatel~ as required by 10 CFR 2.390. 

C.III.1.82 C.1I1.1 This should be covered under Security. not EP. 2 1 (lQ) QeesRBe 1~1 traiAiAg J!regram Jar 8Ff'lJjlI8)8BS aREI 
13.3.2 RIR eFFlple~ee6te a6610lFB IRe 8ffeGti a i~f3le~eAtatiaR 

af t~8 p~Y6iGal JlfGteGtisA rnegFaFR 

C.1I1.1.83 C.III.1. Item (2), 1st sentence states -The FSAR or other submittal should 3 5 
Sec. 13.5.2.1� describe the applicant's program for developing operating procedures 

(A.1-5 above)." It Is not dear what "A.1-5 above" is referring to In the 
document 

C.1i I. 1.84 C.1I1.1, Item (3) 1st sentence states "The FSAR or other submittal ... should 3 5 
Sec. 13.5.2.1 describelhe applieanfs program for developing EOPs (A.4 above) :.." I 

is not clear what "A.4 above" is referring to in the document. 
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No.� NRC IDNn. COMMENT 
C.III.1.85 C.1I1.1, C,IlLl Chapter 16.2. second paragraph, states ~The format and content 3 4 Delete references to ·or design certification" 

Sec.16.2� of the technical specifications and bases for 8 COL or design� 
certification should be based on approved certified designs listed as� 
appendices to 10 CFR Part 52 (e.g., Appendix A 10 Part 52, ·Cesign� 
Certification Rule for the U.S. Advanced Boiling Water Reactor,"� 
Appendl. 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 "0� 
design certification" is addressed in this section that is intended to� 
address a COL application that Is referencing a certified design.� 

C.lII.1.B6 C.III.1, C.III.! Chapler 16.2, second and third paragraphs, Implies that the use 2 4 Provide darification that a COL applicant referencing a 
5ec.16.2� of STS and incorporation of TSTF Travelers is an option for the COL design certification rule can only ado~t rev;sed generic 

application that is referencing a certified design. This is misleading, in Tedmical Specifications by following the change 
that an applicant might be led to believe that this is an acceptable requirements of the applicable design certification rule. 
alternative without following the change requirements of Section VIII.C 
of the applicable design certification rule. 

C.III.1.87 C.lII.1, C.IIl.1 section 16.2, last paragraph, states, in part, "Certain plant·specifi 3 4 The guidance in C.1.16 appears to be more 
Sec.16.2� information may need to be provided with the COL or design certificatior appropriate; and should be ",flected In C.lII.1.CH16.2. 

application to demonstrate compliance with 10 CFR 50.36, This However, if some -Manuals, reports, and program 
information may include but should not be limited to: .,' Manuals, documents" are expected to be provided in the COLA, 
reports, and program documents identified in the technical specification the spedfi~ documents should be identified in the 
administrative conlrols section.~ This guidance is not consistent with guidance. 
C,1.16 which states "Manuals, reports, afld 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 Ihe 
associated TS administrative control requirements and any applicable 
goveming regulations. ~ 

C.III.1.88 C.l11.1, The second paragraph of this section provides a recommendation (I.e., 3 4 Revise ~should" to "must" 
Sec.16.2� "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 Seclion 111.8 or to invoke the change� 
mechanism under Section VIIl.e.� 
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C.III.1.89 C.III.1, The first bullet in the·list contained in the fourth paragraph should be 2 4 Divide Ihe forst bullet in the fourth paragraph 10 

See.16.2� separated into t\yQ topics: the first and second sentences are separately address changes to generic Technical 
associated with completing COL Information Items based on a certified Specifications in a certified design. and use of generic 
design which may have an impact on the generic Technical Technical Specifications derived from Iha STS NUREG 
Specifications, and require changing in accordance with Section VIII.C documents. Replace the words ~departures· and 
of the applicable design certification rule. The third sentence deals with ~deviations· with -changes· or -exemptions,· as 
Technical Specifications derived from the STS NUREG documents, appropriate. 
which can only be invoked by an applicant referencing a certified design 
by application of VIIl.C of the applicable design certification rule. 

CIII.1.90 C.III.1.See. This section identifies NUREG 1431 Revision 3.1 as the basis for 2 3 These two sections (C.III and C.1) should point to the 
16.2� review. However, section C.I.16 documents the use of the current same reference revision numbers. Either both state 

revision to NUREG 1431 without identifying iii revision number. Revision 3.1 or both state latest revision. 

C.III.1.91 C.III.1,See. This sections states that the applicant should consider incorporating the 2 3 These two sections (C.llland C.I) should each 
16.2� NRC approved TSTF Travelers where appropriate. Section C.l.16 does recommend the use of TSTF Travelers or not. 

not discuss the consideration of these TSTF Travelers. 

C.III.1.92 C.III.1,Sec. the recommendation associated with the TSTF Travelers is vague and The rules associated with the use of the TSTF 
16.2� requires clarification. Specifically, the issue remains unbounded with Travelers need to be clarified. Provide cut off dates 

regard to when the NRC TSTF Traveler reviews wilt be completed. If such as consider the use of NRC approved TSTF 
these reviEtws are on going then up until the issuance of the documents Travelers that have been app~ved six months prior to 
by the applicant the NRC oould be iSSUing approvals of thess Travelers. applicants submittal. Provide specific darification as to 
In addition, the expectations of their use Is vague. Will the applicant be whether the use of these TSTF Travelers is a 
required to document why they choose not to consider some as well as requirement, and how their use or exclusion nectds to 
why they choose others. be documenled. 
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C.lII.1.93 C.IILI. The lenninology between C.I and C.III is differenl. C.III assigns the 1 3 Change to: ·Reli~bility Assurance is implemented in 

Seo.17.4.2 terms -O-RAP and Q-RAP for the two stages; C.I does not. Fl?f clarity two phases. The first stage is referred to as the 
and to cantonn 10 SRM/SECY·9S·132.lhe lenn O·RAP should nol be Design Reliability Assurance Program and applies to 
used, because there will not be a separate 'program' dUring stage two a reliability assurance activities that oc~r before the 
the RAP elements will be in existing operational programs. 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 durin 
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 
lire 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 assumptiom 
and deterministic licensing design basis." 
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COMMENT 
00 

OG SECTION RELATED 
N~NO. COMMENT 

PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDEP WORDING 

C.III.1.94 C.IIL1, Same comment as above regarding a OeD: 1 3 17.4.3 RAP Implementation 
Sec.17.4.3 The terminology between C.land C.III is different. C.III assigns the 

tenns "D-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages; C.I does not. For clarity, The RAP is implemented in several pha..s. The first 
the D~RAP and O-RAP terms should not be used, because there will not phase implements the aspects of the program that 
be a separate 'program' during stage two as the RAP elements will be i, apply to the design process. During this phasB, risk-
existing ope~tional programs:" significant SSGs are identified for inclusion in the 

program by using probabilisl!c, deterministic. and other 
methods. The design certification dOaJrnent addrasS8S 
this phase. The design certification document also 
addresses a nonsyslem based- Tier 1 inspection, test, 
analysis, and acceptance criteria (ITAAC) requirement 
for RAP. 
The sei:OIld phase Is the site-specific phese, which 
introduces the plant's site-specific design infonnation t 
the RAP process. The COL applicantlholder performs 
this phase. At this phase, the RAP is modified or 
appended based on considerations specific to the site. 
The COL applicanUholder establishes the probabilistic. 
deterministic, and other methods to determine and 
maintain the site-specific list of sses under the scope 
of RAP. The COL Applicant should describe in If:le 
FSAR the information tdentified in Section 17.4.4. The 
COL applicant holder is also responsible for completin{ 
of site-specific information into the RAP and for 
implementing the RAP using existing operational 
programs. 

C.III.1.95 C.III.1.17.4.2 In SECY 95-132, The Commission specifically disapproved the staff's 1 1 Remove references 10 O-RAP. Slate that ·Operational 
proposal that an operational reliability assurance program (O-RAP) be reliability assurance objectives and activities are 
oonUnued for the life of the plant. SECY 95-132 states the following In incorporated into the QA Program and Maintenance 
the cover letler: ·On Item E (reliability assurance program), the SRM Rule Program; lherefore no further description is 
approved a design reliability assurance program (D-RAP) subject to required. COLA action items must be addressed; 
rBsolution of the recommendation by the Office of the General Counsel specifically, the COL applicant will propose a method 
(OGC) to implement the D-RAP using the inspections, tests, analyses, by which il will inoorporate the objectives of the 
and ecceptance criteria (ITAAC) process. The SRM disapproved the rellablUty assurance program into'other programs for 
staffs proposal thai an operational reliability assurance program (0 design or operational errors that degrade non-safety-
RAP) be oontinued for theUfe of the combined licens. (COL). In related, risk-significant sses. If the staff now believes 
response to the instructions of the SRM, the staff modified SECY-94· that, contrary to SECY 95-132, other activities must be 
084 to: t) revise the statement of purpose of the reliability assurance added to and described In the QA and Maintenance 
program; 2) reqUire the use of the maintenance rule methodology for Rilles Programs In order to implement reliability 
performance monitoring so that Industry design reliability assumptions assurance objectives, these should be presented to 
are not translated into new regUlatory requirements; 3) reqUire the 0 and approved by the Commission, and then added to 
RAP 10 be verified using the ITAAC process; 4) remove DG-1145. 
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fB!QB!IY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.III.1.95 C.lII.1.17.4.2 the requirement that a separate Q·RAP exist for the life of the plant; and 1 1 see above 
(continued) 5) incorporate the objective of the O-RAP into existing programs. ThesE 

clarifications are reflected in the revised text of SECY-94-oe4In 
Attachment 2." 

C.1I1.1.96 C.III.1.17.4.3 Same comment as above: The terminology between C.I and C.III is 2 4 Reliability Assurance is implemented in several 
different. C.III assigns the terms "D-RAP and O-RAP for the two stages phases. The first phase implements the aspects thai 
C.I does not. For clarity, the D-RAP and O-RAP terms should not be apply to the design process. During this phase. risk-
used. because there will not be a separate 'program' during stage two a significant SSCs are identified for inclusion in the 
the RAP elements wlll be in existing operational programs. program by using probabilistic, detenninistic. 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 
(ITMC) 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 Q.RAP is modified or appended based on 
considerations specific to the site. The COL Holder 
eslablishes the PRA importance measures, the expert 
panel process, and other deterministic methods to 
determine and maintain the site·specific list of sses 
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.III.lo9? C.III.1.17.4 Regarding 2nd bullet in list: the list of SSGs may not be complete for 2 2 This bullet should state that the list of SSCs should 
inclusion in the COLA since the detailed design will not be completed. continue to be revised as necessary as the design is 

completed. This is an ongoing activity to be completed 
prior 10 luelload. 

C.III.1.98 C.III.1.17.4.4 The Commission directed that there would not be a sepallite program 2 4 Replace ·O-RAp· with "operational reliability assuranc 
caliedO-RAP objectives" 
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C.lII.1.99 C.I.17.4-1, The terminology between C.l and C.III is different. C.III assigns the 2 4 Revise the responses to remove the term Operational 

C.1.17.4.1-1� terms N[)..RAP and O·RAP for the two stages; C.I does nol. For clarity, Reliability Assurance Program. Use the precise 
the D·RAP and Q-RAP terms should not be used. because there wiU not language from SECY 95-132. 
be a separate 'program' during stage two as the RAP elements will be in 
existing operational programs:: 

C.1I1.1.100 C.Ul.l.Sec. This list should be identical to C.I.17.4.4; the same comments for C.I 1 3 Use the same bullets as in C.1.17.4.4, as modified by 
17.4.4.� 17.4.4 above apply. the comments above. To the extent the second to last 

bullet 01 C.III.17.4.4Is retained, change 'O-RAP' to 
'RAP' consistent with the comments above. 

C.III.1.101 C.III.1, Ch. Issue: Paragraph 4 says ~The COL applicant should include updated ris 1 3 Comment: This paragraph calls for information which is 
19.1� insights, Identify all differences between the updated risk Insights and not necessary or appropriate when site~ and plant~ 

the certified design risk Insights, Indicate which differences are specific COLA information is bounded by or not 
important, and explain why the important differences have occurred signifICantly different from the certified design PRA. 
(e.g.. due 10 design changes, changes in PRA assumptions, or changes Clarification is warranted to be consistent with 
to PRA methodology). In this context, the "differences in risk insights· understandings discussed during DG·1145 workshops 
includes changes (either detrimental or beneficial) to the slgnificant16 and paragraph 2 of this section, which states, 
~utsets relative to sequences. significant cUlsets relative to core damag •Applicants referencing a certified design can meet this 
frequency (CDF), significant cutsets relative to large release frequency requirement by updating and upgrading, as 
(LRF), significant accident sequences, significant accident progression appropriate, the certified design PRA (i.e .• the ~design~ 

sequences, significant basic events, significant contributors, and specific· PRA submitted pursuanllo 10 CFR 
significant containment challenges. The phrase -difference in risk 52.47(b)(1 l, which has been evaluatad and found 
insights- also includes any changes to the PRA-based insights.17 When accaptabl. by tha NRC), to address r.alevant slta- and 
identifying important differences between the plant-specific risk insights plant·specific information, as well as changes to the 
and the certified design risk insights, applicants shOUld consider both certlfiad design pu..uant to 10 CFR 52.63(b) (e.g.. 
quantita~lve changes (e.g" changes in refinements in design detail, resolution of COL action 
risk metrics) and qualitative changes (e.g.. revised or additional� items, design changes or deviations, technicsl 
accident sequences),-� specifications, and plant-specific emergency operating 

proC8~ures), The COL applicant may use, or 
incorporate by reference, the certified design PRA, 
however, 
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COMMENT 
NO, 
C.III.1,101 
(conlinued) 

DGSECTION RELATED 
RCIDNo, 

C.lIL1. Ch, 
19.1 

COMMENT 
ffi!Q!illX 

1 

BASIS 

3 

RECOMMENDED WORDING 

the COL applicant should ensure the provided 
Information is current. complete, and accurate relative 
to slte- 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 planl
specific COLA informalion 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 paragraphr 

C.III.1.102 C.III.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". 

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.III,I,103 C.III.1 •. 
Ch,19.1 

Issue: Section 19.1 5th paragraph last sen~ence 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-buitt, as4o-be-operated 
plant: 

2 4 "In addition, the certified design PRA should be 
updated and upgraded. as appropriate. prior to initial 
fuel load to reflect aU-relevant changes in ptant design 
and operational programs so that it reasonably reflects 
the as-built, as-ta-be-operated plant." 

Comment: For consistency replace "aU" with "relevant", and insert 
"reasonably" before "reflects" 

C.IIL1.104 C.III,I. 
Ch.19,1 

Issue: Section 19,1 6th paragraph 1st sentence reads "The applicant 
should adhere to the guidance provided In Section C.ILI of this guide fo 
the plant-specific PRA, including the format and content identified in 
Appendix 8 to Section C.11.1 of this guide: 
Comment: Please see previous comments on changes to format of 
Section 19 from the format used in the certtied design PRA. 

1 1 For example. See comment C.l,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." 
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COMMENT 
NO. 
C.1I1.1105 

C.1I1.2.1 

C.lII.2.2 

C.1I1.2.3 
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DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC IDNO 

fR!Q!illY 
COMMENT 

~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.III.1. Issue: Section 19.1 Footnote 17 reads ·Section 19.21a5t sentence read 3 4 See Comment C.1.19.7 
Ch.19.1 "The usage or this phrase is intended to be consistent with its use In Address if it appropriale 10 rararanca tha AP-600 or AP 

referring to the information provided In Table 19.59-29 in the AP600 and 1000 DCD in a regulalory guide? 
AP1000 Design Control Documents (DCDs): 

Comment: Please see previous comments. 

C.III.1. Issue: Section 19.2 2nd sentence reads "To support the NRC staffs 1 1 For example, See comment C.1.19.3 
Ch.19.1 timely review and assessment, the applicant should adhere to the Add language" For a COL application referencing a 

recommended format and content identified in certified design. this format meets the intent of Section 
Secllon C.1.19. IV,A,2.a of Part 52 appendices. as the certified dasign 
Comment: Pleas. see previous comments would be Inoorporated by reference. An exemption 

request would not be required,· 

C.l11.2 C.1I1.2 discussion of FSAR 1.9.2 slales "ESPs hava alraady providad 1 4 N/A 
Sac. 1.9.2 information addressing conformance with the applicable sections of the 

SRP thaI wera in aftact 6 months bafore tha dockat data of Iha 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 nol even used - the application was evaluated 
against RS-002 by the. NRC. For these cases, would a statement such 
as MAlternate approach utilized. The ESP addressed this section and 
was evaluated against RS-002 rather than the SRPM be considered to 
fulfill the SO.34{h) conformance assessment? 

C.1I1.2.2 The 1'1 paragraph or this section states: MThe specific information that 
fhe applicant should provide has been copied from the corresponding 

3 3 Clanfy the wording in this section 10 state that for 
Chapters 3 through 19, those sections refer back to the 

section in Part 1and pasted into this section altha gUide: However. this corresponding sections in Part C.II!.l. 
is not an accurate statement for Chapters 3 through Chapters 19 which 
refers the reader back to CII1.1 

C.1I1.2.2 First paragraph states: "For design topics that have been resolved in the 3 4 Deletion of future tense is recommended:-For design 
design certification, the guide will state that. the COL applicant does not topics that have been resolved in the design 
need to include additional information. For topics related to approval of cartification. tha guide will slalel.thal Iha COL 
specific sita in an ESP,tha guidewill stoIa that tha COL applicant doas applicant does not need to include additional 
not need to include additional information." information, For topics related to approval of 8 specific 

site in an ESP. the guidewiU stat8J that the COL 
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COMMENT DG SECTION� PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING~ 
NO. NRC 10 NO.� COMMENT 
C.1I1.2.4 C.111.2.2� The second paragraph in this section states: "Depending on the 2 2 Eliminate this paragraph -and the corresponding 

technology, some design topics may not have been reviewed during the paragraph in C.III.1 
design certification. COL applicants will need to provide this information 
only if it was nol covered in the design certification. • However, it is 
difficult tor an applicant to determine what design topics were reviewed 
by the NRC and what were not reviewed far a specific Certified Design. 
A topic may have been reviewed by the staff but not 
addressed/discussed in the OeD or FSER. Or the design topic criteria 
may have d1anged 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. 

C.111.2.5� C.1I1.2.4 With regard to the pilot ESP appU<;:ations, COL information items were 2 4 1. C.1I1.2.4 should be clarified to indicate the 
not specifically identified. COL aclion items were generated as a result appropriate source for listing of ESP COL information 
of the NRC review and are listed in the ESP FSER.Sectlon C.lII.2.4 or action times.2. II is also recommended thai the 
mentions COL action or Information items in the ESP. However, permit NRC wor!< with the industry on the content of ESP 
associated with the pilot ESP applications have not been made availabl permit form and content to provide appropriate 
(draft or final). reqUirements on the treatment of ESP COL informalion 

items in future ESP applications. It is possible that DG 
1145 may require update depending of the.final form 0 
Ihe pilot early site permits. ~ 

C.l11.2.6 C.III.2.6� This section contains the statement: 'The NRC recommends that the 2 4 Please clarify expectations regarding how the COL 
COL applicat;on facilitate th;s rev;ew wherever poss;ble." It is not clear applicant could facilitate this review. 
what the NRC expects from the COL applicant in this area. 

C.III.2.? C.III.2.B� For consistency add the words· and the ESP~ after"... is consistent wit 2 4 ... Is consistent with the certified design and the 
the certified desi!:m". referenced ESP" 

C.III.2.B� C.lII.2.9 1. Section C.l11.2.9 (first paragraph) references Part 52 but does 3/4 Provide a specific cite to the Part 52 regulation 
not provide a specific cite. In general, any reference to the regulatio reference in C.1I1.2.9 (first paragraph). 
should include a specific, clear cite. 
2. In addition, C.1I1.2.9 (second paragraph) ciles 10 CFR 52.93. General comment, for Staffs consideration throughout 
3. In that 52.93 addresses both exemptions and variances, the DG-1145.Revised C.III.2.9, the reference to 52.93 in 
specific cite should be provided In C.l11.2.9. the second paragraph to say: 10 CFR 52.9~ 

C.1I1.2.9 C.1I1.2.9� The second parCl!9raph of C.III.2.9 indicates that if site characteristics do 2 4 Revise C.1t1.2.9 to read: "If the COL application (FSAR) 
not fall wIthin the site parameters specified in the design certification tha does not demonstrate that theactual site 
the application should request an exemption or departure, as characteristics established In the referenced ESP fall 
appropriate per Part 52.93. However, it is possible that should an actual within the site parameters specified in the design 
site characteristic not fall within site parameters postulated in the design certification, the application shall include a request for 
Certification, a possible approach could be to request a variance from an exemption or departure, or variance from the ESP 
the ESP, as permitted by 52.79(b). This should be noted in C.UI.2.9. as appropriate, that complies wlth the requirements of 
This would depend of which parameter Is involved, possible differences the referenced design certification ru1e....1llEB. 
in methods, etc. 52.79tbl and 10 CFR 52.93." 
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~ 
NO. 

DGSECTION RELATED 
NRC IDNO. COMMENT 

ffi!QB!IY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.1I1.2.10 C.l11.2.10 Section C.III.2.10 does not mentIon referencing the ESP, consIstent with 2 4 The section title should be changed to: 
the purpose of C.Ilt.2. "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 OeD.2L.&§f. it is 
suggested that the applicant indicate so in the . . 

C.III.2.11 C.III,2,10 Ganerally speaking, DG-1145 guidance and Part 52 provide little 2 4 Add lhe follovilng slatement to C.lII,2,1 0: 
specific guidance regarding the administrative aspects of how a "S" Section C.IV.2 for guldanc, on rtfer,nclnq , 
reference ESP is treated In the COL application. Per the comment on design c.rtlflc.tlon rul. Of an ESP." 
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 
r.ecommended that C.. 111.2.10 include a statement that provides a 
reference to C.lV.2. 

C,1I1.2.12 C.lII.211 C.III.2.11 provides a reminder of the requirements of 10 CFR 52.6 2 4 Review Section 6.4 of NEl 04-01, draft Revision E for 
without offering additional guidance. However, given that regulations possible incorporation of industry g!Jidance into 
and related criteria vary from safety, to enVironmental, to emergency C.III.2.11 regarding changes (0 the ESP. 
preparedness areas, guidance that would rover each area must be 
addressed separately. For example. as noted In Section 6.4 of NEI 04· 
01 (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.III,2,11, 

C,III,2.13 C,III.2,11 1· paragraph refers to 10CFR 52.6. This is a proposed Nle change. 3 5 For consistency with other sections within DG-1145, 
"COL applicants that reference a DC and/or an ESP are not required to add the word 'R!S!22!!Sf in kont of 10 CFR 52.6. This 
revise the information included in the DC or ESP. However, pursuant to will help to identify any potentially affected sections 
10 CFR 52.6, each applicant or UcensB that identifies information 8S when the proposed rule is finalized. 
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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COMMENT DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.2.14 C.1I1.2. This section states: 2 4 Reword this section to state: 1\10 additional 

Sec.l.5 "The requirements for further technical information are included 8S part Information needs to be provided by a COL 
of the referenced certified design. The COL applicant that references 8 applicant referencing. certified design and an 
certified design and e8rly site permit should identify any requirements ESP. 
fo' further technical information in their application for the portions of the 
facility that are not cert;r;ed, including 8n estimated schedule tor 

"Also change the corresponding paragraph In C.ULl 

providing the additional technical information that may be necessary for 
issuance of 8 combined license.· 
Per C.1, 1.5 this section is for applicants not referenclng a certified 

design. However, since C.lII is for applicants referencing a certified 
design, It Is not clear what additional Information would be appropriate 
for this section 

C.III.2.15 C.lII.2. Two new sentences were added to the second to last paragraph of this 2 4 Revise the wording in this sentence 10: "ESP permit 
Sec. 1.8 section. The newly added sentences read~ /n addition, COL applicants cond~ions If avall'bl'". 

referencing an ESP shOUld include inform"ation in the app'ication that is 
sufficient to demonstrate compliance with any ESP permit conditions. 
Tabu/ated cross-references to this information should be provided in thi 
section. M However, at the time en applicanl submits a COL application, i 
Is possible that the ESP would nol have been Issued by the NRC and 
therefore permit conditions would not have been identified. 

C.l11.2.16 C.1I1.2; C.III.2.9 references C.III.2, Section 1.8. 2 4 Add the following to C.III.2, Section 1.8 in the first 
Sec. 1.8 C.III.2.9 mentions the possible need for an exemption or departure paragraph: 

should site characters not fall within site parameters specified in the ~ .... If the FSAR does nol demonstrate that design of 
design certification, citing § 52.93. However, Section 1.8 does not the facility falls within the site characteristics and 
discuss the situation in which § 52.93 is applied. Section 1.8 should be design parameters, the application shall include a 
revised to address not only the exemption process provided in § request for variance that complies with the 
52.93(8) but also to recognize that a variance from the ESP [per § requirements of §§ 52.39 and 52.9~. The 
52.93(b)] may be an appropriate remedy, depending on the situation. requirements of proposed 10 CFR 52.79(d) specify the 

COL applicants referencing a. certified design must 
provid:e sufficient infqrmation 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 d 
not fall with the certified design'S site parameters, 
Ihe appUcant may need to request an exemption or 
departure. As discussed In C,1I1.2 9 8 possible 
approach may also be to request a variance from 
the ESP per § 52.93!bl." 

C.1J1.2.17 C.III.2, Throughout this section, the phrase M•••• 6 months before the docket 2 4 Change the guidance wording to read M ••••6 months 
Sec.l.9 dates of the COL application- is used to refer to the need to reconcile before the submittal date of the COL application-

regulatory guides, standard review plans, generic issues and operations 
experience. However, the docket date cannot be determined by the 
COL annlic"ant. 
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COMMENT DG SECTION RELATED PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRC IDNo. COMMENT 
C.1I1.2.18 C.1I1.2, ThrOlJghoul this section, thelerms ndevialion or variance" is used when 2 4 Revise the 'words "deviation or variance" to 

Sec. 1.9� detennining when an applicant needs to evaluate conformance with "~". This win also make these sections of 
regulatory gUides, standard review plans. generic issues and operations C.1I1.2 consistent with the corresponding seclions in 
experience. However, the lead-in sentences were, all fecen\\y revised to C.III.1. 
USB the term "departures". 
This occurs in many paragraphs throughout Section 1.9. 
For example:" For B COL Bpplication that includes departures from the 
certified design, these departures should be evaluated (or conformance 
with the Regulatory Guides in effect 6 months before the docket date of 
the COL application, unless the deviation or variance Is included in a 
Tonical ReDort.• 

C.11I.2.19� C.1I1.2, C.IlI.1 discussion of FSAR 1.9.1 states: ~B COL applicant should 2 4 Provide specific guidance on what categories of 
88C.1.9.1� address conformance with Regulatory Guides. in effect 6 months before RegUlatory Guides need to be addressed in this s8ctio 

the doc;J(et date of the COL application for th" site·specific portions of of the COLA. 
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 dockftt date of the COL 
application insolar as they pertaIn to operational aspects olthe facility: 
Does this guidance indicate that the only regulatory guides that need to 
be addressed are those that address "facility design· or noperational 
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? 

C.III.2.20� C.1I1.2, Section 1.9.2 currently states: 2 4 Revise the subject paragraph of Section 1.9.2 as 
Sec. 1.9.2 MAppljcents for an ESP also have a requirement In proposed 10 CFR fcllows: 6'ESP applications prior to the propos.d 

52. 17(a)(f)(xiii) to provide an evaluation of the sit.,sgainst applicable lrulamaklna wer In t DIl:.-GO" hilt W r. 
sections of the Standard Review Plan {SRP} rflvision in effect 6 months not required to provld. an evaluation against 
before the docket date of the early site permit application. ESPs have applicable ',ctlon. ofth. SRP, Therefor" not aU 
a~ready provld"d information addressing conformance with the ESP applications prior to the rulemaklng have 
applicable sections of the SRP that were in effect 6 months before the provld,d the subj,ct SRP evaluation. A COL 
docket date of the ESP application. ~ application ['('[poclng tb.s, ESP' n••d not 
Since this proposed requirement is new, not all prior ·pilot" ESP provld, an evaluation aaainst applicable sections 
applicants provided a review against SRF's. In addition, the "pilot" ESPs of the SRP For tho" ESP' followIng the 
were reviewed against RS-002. The guidance should be clarified to proposed rulemaklng th, respective applications
address the special licensing case of ESPs reviewed prior to the have already provided information addressing 
proposed rulemaking. conformance with the applicable sections of the SRP 

that were in effect 6 months before the docket date of 
the ESP eppllcation." 
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~ 
NO 

DGSECTION ~ 
NRr.ID No. COMMENT 

E.B!QB!D: ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.1I1.2.21 C.1I1.2. 2 4 
Sec. 1.9.3 

Comment # C.I.l.18 on Section C.1.1.9.3 is epplicable es well to C.1I1.2, 
Section 1.9.3. See Comment #C.I.1.18. The proposed changes at 
1. C.I.1.9.3 mentions a listing of generic issues in C.IV.8. Section C.IV. C.1.1.9.3 epply es well to C.lII.2. Section 1.9.3. In 
no longer contains a listing of generic issues. general, guidance regarding the scope of generic issue 
2. C.I.1.9.3 indicates: "Those Issues that remain open and are review should only be summarized in C.III.1, Section 
technically relevant to the COL applicant's desi9n should be addressed 1.9.3. Detail guidahce should be provided in C.IV.8. 
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.lV.8 {except for specific 
reductions in scope associated with referencing a OCD. This gUIdance 
should remain in C.III.112. 

C.III.2.22 C.l11.2, The last sentence of the last paragraph of this subsection states: 3 5 Reword to read: 
Sec.� 1.9.3 •..... to ensure the health and safety of the public is protected. " ......to ensure the health and safety of lhe public." 

For consistency with C.III.1, delete the words ·is Drotected·. 
C.III.2.23 C.1I1.2, Second to last paragraph, last sentence contains a typo. Sentence 3 5 Change: 

Sec. 1.9.4 currently reads: -Applicants for design certification and combined gprocuring and international" to 
license aTe responsible for procuring .nd intemational operating ~procuring any intemational" 
exnerience information.. 

C.lII.2.24 C.1I1.2. The section indicates that additional informatIon need not be provided. 2 4 Revise Section 2.2.2 as follows: 
Sec. 2.2.2� However, as noted in C.t.2.2.2.2. a description of hazardous materials "In general. COL applicants that reference an ESP do 

stored onsite should be provided, Accidenl categories considered not need to include additional information.~ 

include explosions of onsite stored materials (C.1.2.2.2.1(1)).ln that on.lt, hazardous mattrlallnvento",. and related 
onsite hazardous material inventories may not have be known at the Information wa. not reviewed as Dart of the ESP 
time of ESP application, this information would likely be requlred.for the then that Information would be included In the COL 
COL application. application as approprlat•.M 

Section C.III.2. Section 2.2.2 should be revised to recognize this 
ossibililv. . 

C.1I1.2.25 C.III.2. In that onsite hazardous material storage may not have been reviewed 2 4 Revise Section 2.2.3 as follows: 
Sec. 2.2.3� at the ESP stage, such ansite storage would be discussed and In general 'COL applicants that reference an ESP do 

evaluated as necessary in the COLA. This would include evaluation for not need to include additional information. However. If 
explosive impacts (C.I.2.2.3.1) as well as toxi.city limits for control room onslt. hazardous material Inventories and related 
habitability.� information were not reviewed as part of the ESP. 

then that rnformatlon would be evaluated In the 
COL application as aDDfoDriate. See also l'Iuidance 
at C.III.2 Section 6.4.~ 
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C.III.2.26� C.111.2, Correcllypo in lasl senlence: 3 5 Change: 

Sec. 2.3.3 "Identify and Justify and deviations from the guidance provided In "and deviations· 
Regulalory Guide 1.23: to 

"anv deviations· 
C.1I1.2.27 C.1I1.2, Cooling water canal and reservoir design infonnation may likely be 2 4 Revise the 1"1 sentence of the 1M paragraph to read: 

Sec. 2.4.8� provided In the ESP if the ESP Is referring to a specific technology. "I"ngl provided In the ESP present the design bases 
Therefore, this section should be begin with the words "If not provided for the capacity and operating plan for ..•.. 
In the ESP... _".Thls will make this section consistent with Section 2.3.3 Also, revise Sections 2.4.10, 2.4.12 and 2.4.14 
and 2.2.4.10 addition. similar lead-in wording should be added to the similarly. 
following sections which may likely have included the subject informatio 
In Ihe ESP. Tho.e ,oClions aro: 2.4.7, 2.4.10, 2.4.12, 2.4.14 
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C.lII.2.28 C.1II.2, This section currently reads: 2 4 Reword to state: 

Sec.2.4.13 "For an ESP with a permit condition precluding accidental liquid "I ESP no,mll condltlnn. n,••lu•• a..ld.nlailinul 
releases. provide infonnation On how the DC complies with the permit releases provide Information on how the certified 
condition,· design compUes wtth the permit conditions."� 
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.� 

C.1I1.2.29 C.1I1.2, This section uses the phrase -" not included in the ESP", while previous 3 5 To improve clarity, change the phrase to: 
Ch.3 sections USe the phrase ." not provided in the ESP· Also, the ESP may -If not provided in the ESP .!RI!!.!s..!!!...... and apply it 

not have been issued by ltIe NRC at the time ot COLA submittal. consistently throughout C.III.2. 
therefore, "ESP" should be changed to :"ESP application" 

C.1I1.2.30 C.l11.2, C.1I1.2, Chapter 6 refe's the reader to C.lII.I, Chapt., 6. C.1I1.1, Chapte 2 4 C.l11.2, Chapte, 6 should be revised as follows: 
Ch.6 6 requires no additional information for a COLA referencing a certified "The infonnation in this chapter is identical to the 

design. However, for the COLA referencing an ESP, onsite chemical information in Chapter 6 at C,III.1.ln general. COL 
storage may not have been reviewed during the ESP stage. Therefore, applicants referencing a certified design and an early 
in additional to demonstrating that the control room dispersion site permit should refer to Chapter 6 of C.1l1.1 for the 
coefficients postulated in the certified design bound that established for information needed to prepare their COL applications, 
the design at the selected site, the impact of hazardous materials stored - However In that onstt. hazardous material 
onsite must also be evaluated in the COLA application. In addition, for Inv.nto,I•• may nol haye be.n d.lInod n, '.yl.....d 
new facilities proposed to be co-located onsite with existing facilities. tht at ESP, the onsite materials would b. discussed 
other units' hazardous materials must be considered in terms of control per C.lll.2. Section 2.2 of this guide. The Impacts of 
room hablt.<lbilily. the.e mat.rlals and that associated with other co

located facilities In terms of toxic or asphYXiating 
gas•• should be evaluated regar~lng the impacts 
to control room habitability: 

-, 

C.1I1.2.31 C.l11.2, Information regarding details on Emergency Planning (Section 13.3) 2 4 Add a new sentence: 
Ch.13 may have been included in the ESP application. Therefore, the COL "1f Emergency Planning Information as required by 

applicant may not need to repeat this information in ~he COLA, Seetlon 13.3 of C.lII.1 was previously provided in 
th. ESP application the COL .pplleant that 
reference. an ESP does not ne.d to include 
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COMMENT� DG SECTION PRIORITY RECOMMENDER WORRING ~	 ~ 
NO. NRCiDNo. COMMENT 
C.1I1.3.1� C.1I1.3 Industry comments regarding ESP environmental finality were provided 1 1 Both C.II.3 and C.III.3 raquire review and update 

(Applies to to the NRC in the NElletter deted 5/16/06 (as part of the Part 52 consistent with the final Part 52 rule language and 
C.l1.3 also) rulemaking process). As noted in C.l11.3, guidance regarding ESP accompanying statements. 

finality will be provided following the final Part 52 rulemaking. As The final draft Part 52 rulemaking languaga was made 
discussed with the Staff on several occasions (e.g" ESBWR DCWG- public on September 27, 2006. That information is 
NRC mig of 7/14/06). applicants developing COLAs that reference an under review with regard to the proposed treatment of 
ESP are proceeding at risk in preparing ER material, given the lack of ESP environmental finality issues. 
industry-NRC agreement on COLA ER content requirements (and It is expected that NEI wWI coordinate Industry 
related supporting review processes). communications with the NRC on this matter. 
In addition to comments raised in the NEI 5/16/06 letter, the industry 
understands from DG-1i4S workshop discussions as well as the 7/14/0 
NRC·ESBWR DCWG meeting. thet there is alack of clarity and 
agrnment regarding the expected level of design detail in the COLA 
ER. particularly in the esse. of an ESP using the PPE approach. 
Separate comments on Section C,II1.3 Brl provided on this SUbject. 

C.ill.3.2� C.IIL3 In addition to comments raised in the NEI5/16/06Ierter, the industry 1 4 C.IIl.3 should b.e revised to include the following: 
(Applies to understands·from DG-1145 workshop discussions as well as the 7/14/0 In general the ESP' would provide an environmental 
C.II.3 also)� NRC-ESBWR DCWG meeting, that there is a lack of clarity and rAoart that dafiria!!: A far-jlitv d9!!:j, n_ !/j;uffj . 0 

agreement regarding the expected level of design detail in the COLA the evaluation of environmental imoacts of Ihe oolenlia 
ER, particularly in the esse of an ESP using the PPE approach. facility's construction and Qperation at the prQPOsed 
It is recognized that C.1II.3 can not be updated until the Part 52 rule is site In some cases the findings on impacts are 
finalized. However, it is not clear if the rulemaking will address the conditional in the ESP FEIS in which confirmatory or 
required level of design detail in tho COLA ER. C.1I1.3 should be revisa, supplemental information would be expected at COL. 
to include guidance on the expected level Qf design detail in the COLA Such needs deferred to COL are Identlfled in the 
ER. .E!i!L 
It is also noted that while this issue of design detail has been discussed Tho COLA ER following the proposed 10 CFR 
with the Staff primarily in the context of a COLA referencing an ESP, thi 51.S0le) requirements would M,., demonstrate that that 
Issue likely applies more broadly to non-ESP COLAs. For example, the design of the facility falls within the site 
even in the case where no ESP was referenced, the level of design characteristics and design parameters specified in the 
detail to satisfy all aspects of NUREG-1155 may not be available at the earty site pennif-- Whether a PPE or specific reactor 
time of COLA submittal due to limitations In the amount of design' desigrrwas used for the ESP the postUlated design 
engineering and equipment procurement parameters used to evaluate environmental impacts 
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~	 DG SECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. RCIDOO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.3.2� C.III.3 specification work completed. White NUREG-1155 has been updated tCi 1 4 would be specified in the ESP ER. In the case of a 
(conlinued)� (Applies to reference Part 52 provisions, it generally does not recognize nor accoun PPE approach the pPE crovides a surrogate design 

C.II.3 also) for differences between Part 50 and Part 52 in the approach to COL representing the bounding values fgr a collection of 
application preparation, decision to procure and construct. timing of sue designs considered. The subject demonstration should 
decisions, and the wide variance in what engineering detail may be consist of confirming that the PPE (or specific design) 
available at various stages of this process. Overall, even with no ESP, postulated oarameters bound the selected design's 
COL applicant may not have the level of detail expected by NUREG- actual characteristics. In general additional design 
, 155. Therefore, the issue regarding expected level of design detail in c detail should not be reqUired jn the COLA ER where 
COLA ER impacts guidance provided in Section C.II.3 as well. ESP finality applies to support this demonstration. The 

exceptions would be in those instances in which 
confirmatory or supolemental information WQuld 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 
J?rovided (or referenced) in C.11.3, as well. 

C.1I1.3.3� C.III.3 C.IV.2.2 addresses the referencing of a design certification rule; 1 4 C.11.3 should be revised to include: 
(Applies to however. neither C.IV.2 nor C.II.3 provides guidance on the referencing 1. The COLA ER may reference the NRC's ESP stS. 
C.II.3 also) of and use of the ESP ER and/or FEIS. For that maner, il is recognized That is the COLA ER may ~cite~ the ESP EIS 

that neither the current nor proposed Part 52 provides requirements conclusions and findinllc as a ba StS for it i sts ements. 
specifically address the incorporation or treatment otherwise of the ESP The EIS need not be incoroo@ted unless for reasons 
ER and/or FEIS. of clarity and context that is considered necessary. In 
For the COLA referencing an ESP, the associated COLA ER must eneral iven the concent nf tierino. it would seem tha� 

provide the information required by 10 CFR 51.50(c)(1). This includes such a need would be infrequent.� 
(1) a demonstration that facility design falls within the site characteristic:: 2. The C LA FR nAad not t":ontaln reniR::at informatinl"� 
and design parameters established in the ESP, (2) issues deferred from from the ESP ER.� 
the ESP, and (3) new and significant information. To the extent 3. The COLA ER referencing an ESP must include� 
necessary. the COLA ER would reference, that is, cite the ESP ER information Ihat is required to satisfy the 3 items 0'� 
andlor EIS, as needed, as a basis for COLA ER stalements. The ESP 51.50 e\ll . However no repsatino or incorporation a� 
ER andlor EIS is not required to be incorporated either by reference or the ESP ER (or EISl Is required, (unless for reasons of� 
by full integration unless helpful to understand context or support clarity. clarity or context) this would be helpful.� 
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. COMMENT DG SECTION ~ PRIORITY ~ RECOMMENDED WORDING 
NO. NRr.Tn NO. COMMENT 
C.1I1.3.3 C..1I1.3 C.III.3 should be clarified to address the administrative and licensing 1 4 4. The COLA ER referen "n mAV tnl"';nmnrAt 

(continued) (Applies to treatment of the ESP ER and EIS in the COLA ER. bv refer9nt'A hit CD staCIe EA. However thi ; armea 
C.t1.3 also) Given that C.II.3 addrass COLA ER format, it is recommandad that to be an inconsistvnt use of thjs method in that there is 

C.11.3 be referenced to C.III.3In regard to the appropriate administrative no analogous provision for incorporating (by reference 
Ireatment of the ESP ERiEIS in the COLA ER. or otherwise) for the ESP's EIS. A revjew of current 

and orooosed Part 51 reveeled no other aoolieations 01 
IBR pertaining to applications for licenses. Absent 
clarification or changes in prOPOsed Part 51 50 the 
COLA ER willlBR the DCD'. EA 

Given this subject applies to ER fannat. guidance on 
this subject should be provided (or referenced) as well 
in Section C.II.3. 

C.1I1.4.1 C.1I1.4.2� C.III.4.2, first paragraph, last sentence states "The NRC staff 3 :3 Revise the last sentence of the first paragraph to state, 
recommends that the applicant include this information in Chapter 1 of "The NRC staff recommends that the applicant include 
the COL application."' The last sentence of the second paragraph states this informalion in Chapter 1 of the FSAR portion of the 
"For items that are addressed, the COL applicant should provide cross· COL application." 
references to where each item Is addressed in Chapter 1 of the COL Revise the last sentence of the second paragraph to 
application." These references should be to Chapter 1 of the FSAR state "For items that are addressed. the COL applicant 
portion of the COL application. should provide cross-references to where each item is 

addressed In Chapter 1 of the FSAR portion of the 
COL application." 

C.lII.4.2 C.1I1.4.2� Section C.III.4.2, last paragraph, last sentance states "The staff intends 1 1 Add the following sentence at the end of the last 
to review the FSER list of COL action items during its review 01 each paragraph: "In accordance with Section 111.0 of the 
COL application and may request additional Information from the COL applicable design certification rule, If thare Is a connict 
applicant to address issues described by the listed action items thai the between Ihe generic OCD and the corresponding 
COL application did not adequately address." The last paragraph of this FSER for the certified design, then the generic DCD 
section shOUld also refer to Section 1Il.0 of the pertinent design controls: 
certification rule which states -If there is a conflict between the generic 
OCD and... NUREG-1793, "Final Safety Evaluation Report Related to 
Certification of the AP1000 Standard DesiQn." (FSER) and Supplement 
No.1, then the generic OCD controls. 6 

C.1I1.5.1� C.1I1.5.1.1, The last bullet states "designing the communications path to be 1 , These sedlons should be revised to remove this 
Item 15 broadcast only from the protection system to the control system". There statement. 
C.I.7.B·2Item is no precedent or regUlatory basis for this approach. This comment 
3\ also eDolle. to Section C.1.7. C.1.7.B-2 Item 131. 

C.III.5.2� C.111.5.1 Paragraph 3 of this seclion states: "compliance with OAC. including 3 4 Please either elaborate on or eliminate this sentence. 
those intended to be verlfied.earfy in the construction process, can be 
the subject of a hearing just prlor to operation. This is another reason 
for the COL applicant to submit, earty in its application, the detailed 
design information..." It is not clear how submitting this information 
early in the process will impact the Iike~hood of a hearing. 

Page 11801131� 10/20/06 



NEI COMMENTS· OG-1145, "COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS (LWR EDITION) 
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IND. NRC ID No. COMMENT 
C.1I1.6.1 C.1I1.6.1 COL Applications Referencing a Design Certification Application Under 3 

Review, page CII1.6-2, 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." 

C.1I1.6.2 C.111.6.2.1 Early Site Permit, second paragraph, third sentence 3 

This sentence should be"revised to also provide the same guidance with 
respect '0 applicable Topical Reports, the Environmental Report, and 
the Site Redress Plan 

C.1I1.6.3 C.lIL6.2.2 Since 10 CFR 52 has been issued as a final rule, it is recommended 2 
that this sentence be clarified. The applicant's need this guidance as' 
soon as possible. The COLA ERs are being written now 

C.1I1.7.1 C.l11.7 Sentence 2 of paragraph 3 states that COLAs "must~ include physical 3 
security ITMC, in the S8me way that COLAs -must" include EP ITMC. 
However, EP ITAAe are unique In the way they are called out in the 
reoulatlon 8S renuired. 

C.1I1.7.2 C.1I1.7.2 Clarify first paragraph for consistency with 3d paragraph in this section 3 

C.1I1.7.3 C.1I1.7.5 Clarification 3 

C.1I1.7.4 C.IIL7.3 C.1I1.7.3 stales "The complete set of COL-ITMC will be incorporated 1 
C.lIL7.4 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 EP· 
ITMC, except those provided in the referenced certified design. via the 
license amendment process ap~licable to Part 52,- C.III.7.4 makes a 
similar statement for SP-ITAAC. 
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4� This sentence refers to the -applicant" updating 
documents associated with the design certification 
applications. 

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. 

3� Environmental Report. second sentence. This sentenct 
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 
8 complete environmental report. as required by 10 
CFR 51.50(c). Additional 9uidance will be provided 
when the final Part 52 rule is issued." This stetement i 
not consistent with the rest of the DG·1145 which is 
based on the proposed rule 

3� Modify sentence to be consistent with new Appendix 
C.II.2.C and Appendix I response C.lIl.7~2 

4� Modify the second sentence as follows: -ITMC shoul 
be developed for the site-specific systems which are 
designed to meet, the sianificant interface renuirements 
of the standard certified desian.

4 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 CO 
applicant and remain aoplicable to all future COLAs 
referencina that DCD. 

1 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.1I1.7.3&4 
should be modified as follows: "As such. a COL holder 
may requa.st a change in one or more of the [ITAAC] , 
8JCsept t~8se pFe' i&te&t iR t~8 FsfsFBRsed seFtifieEt 
de&+9R. via the license amendment proce5s~ 

I<>-PafI.62 in accordance with Sections 52.63(b)(1) and 
52.98(1)." 
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~ 
No. 

pGSECTION !!W.Im 
NRCIDNO COMMENT 

PRIORITY BASIS RECOMMENDED WORDING 

C.lV.U C.IV.l This section is entitled "Aoceptanc:e Review Checklist,· but needs 1 4 Revise as indicated 
General 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 
lnfonnation 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 infonnation 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 
infonnation. ~ 

C.lV.U e.IV.l This is a useful clarification in response to prior comments on earlier 1 4 see above 
(continued) General 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 
infomu:ltion 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 post· 
acceptance RAls). 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 10 ensureacceptanca. 
Rather, one could view this as a "rejection checklist: I.e.• the criteria in 
this checklist represent a necessary. but not suffiaenl, set of criteria for 
acceptanc::e of the application. 

If this is accurale, then lhe Staff should so clarify; further, the Staff is 
urged 10 clarify what is required in order for an application to be 
accepted. 
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COMMENT DG SECIION ~	 f.E!!.QB!IY RECOMMENDED WORDING ~ 
00 NRC IDNO.� COMMENT 
C.IV.2.1� C.lV.2.2 C.IV.2.2 slales: .... The COL applicant must include the generic DCD in 2 1 C.IV.2.2 should be revised, consislent with OCR 

the application. Included in the application means that the actual IV.A.2a, IV.A.3, and 52.79{b) to indicate that the 
document is provided with the application." generic OCD may be included in the plant specific De[ 

by using the incorporation by reference approach. The 
The OCR (e.g., App. 0 in §IV.A.2a and 3) are read to understand that recommended wording is as follows: "The plant-
the application must include the plant spe'cific oCD. However, Section specific design control document (OCD), as defined in 
IV.S stales: "An applicant or licensee referencing this appendix. in the design certification rules which are set forth in Ii£B 
accordance with Section IV of thIs appendiX, shall incorporate by !!& tho e~~oAdioo.to 19 C;"'R POR 62. is a 
reference ("IBR") and comply with the requirements 01 this appendix, combination of the generic OCD and the plant specific 
including Tier 1, Tier 2.MThis is understood to mean that the plant departures and exemptions from the generic DCD. The 
specific OCD may Mindude" the generic OeD by the IBR method. COL applicant must include the generic DCD in the 
Further, the current §52.79(b) explicitly states: "The ftnal safety analysis application. However, per §52.79'b}, the generic 
report and other required information may incorporate by reference the DCD may be included in the plant specific OeD 
final safety analysis report for a certified standard deSIgn." Thus. IBR is uslna Incorporation by referenc8. IAsh:18e8 in tRB .� . .dearly allowed in the subject regulations. If this is an accurate 
understanding, the Staff should clarify this In C.IV.2. with tt::le appIi6atie~. To facilitate staff review the 

actual generic OeD (complete and current to the 
revision referenced In the COL oDplicallon) should 
be physically Included In the application package. 

F.r .oRaiA PGRs, In accordance with the OCR 
IVA2.A, the COL applicant musllnclude the plant-
specific OCD in its application ....• 

C.IV.2.2 C.IV.2.2� As noted in Comment #C.lV.2.1, the regulations (specifically the OCR, 2 1 The Staff (licensing and IT) is requested to consider 
IV.A.2.a and D) are understood to mean that the generic OeD is not and take necessary actions to establish a checked,� 
required by regulation to be physically included in the application. fully complete and current electronic forms of generic� 
However, it is fully recognized that the Staff and public must have DCDs, ESPs, etc. In ADAMS. C.IV.2.2 should be� 
convenient access to the current and complete generic DCD that is revised accordingly.� 
referenced in the COL application.� 
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DGSECTION RELATED PRIORITY RECOMMENDEP WORDING 
NO. RC IDNO. COMMENT 
~	 ~ 

C.IV.2.2 C.lV.2.2� The COL application will clearly identify the version of the generic OeD 2 1 see above 
(continued)� that is referenced. In the case of a certified design (by final rule), the 

COL application would reference the version cited in the ruls. For 8 
design in some phase of Staff review, the COL application would 
unambiguously cil. th. v.rsion of Ih. d.sign application curr.n~y 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 OeD could be available through 
ADAMS. In this mann.r, th. g.n.ric DCD could b. r.adily availabl.to 
the Staff and public, on demand. similar to other documents so filed. 
This would pr.clud. th. n••d .nd v.lu. of physically including th. 
referenced generic DCD wilh the .pplication. Whil. physlc.lly including 
the generic OeD with the application is certalniy feasible. this seems to 
!Je a fully unnecessary step and adds unwarranted complexity to the 
already siz.abl••I.ctronic submitt.1 of the COL .pplication itself. 

C.IV.2.3� C.lV.2.2 C.IV.2.2 discusses the referencing of a design certification rule; 1 4 It is the industry's understanding that the Staff intends 
however, C.lV.2 (in general) provides no guidance on the expected to address this shortcoming in Part 52 via the 
format and treatment for referencing an ESP. In addition, it is noted that upcoming rulemaking. It is expected that C.IV.2 will be 
Part 52 (current or proposed) does not specifically address the revised to be consistent with the final rulemaking. 
incorporation method for the ESP application information. The propose 
10 CFR 52.79(b) provides th.t COLA's ref.rencing an ESP n.ed not In g.n.ral, the ESP's SSAR is an.logous to tile FSAR 
repeat Information and analyses submitted to the Commission in material In the OCO Tier 2 material. It is suggested 
cQnneetlon with the ESP. However, in Part 52. there is no analog to the th.t52.79(b) .nd C.IV.2 off.r explicit provision for th. 
OCR appendix, which provides specifIC requirements regarding the ESP SSAR to be incorporated by reference into the 
incorporation of the generic OCD. Moreover, as noted in recent OG· COLA FSAR. 
1145 workshops: the some St.ff expressed the .xpect.tion th.tthe ES 
materi.1 should be includ.d in the .ppllc.tlon p.ck.g.. While the like emergency pl.nning (.ddr••••d by th. current 
industry agrees. there Is no requirement or guidance on this topic. 52.79(d), specialguidence is needed for ESP ER .nd 

EIS since 51.50(c) defines the contents ofthe 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 ERIEIS are to cited or incorporated only to 
the extent required by the COLA's supplemental ER 
mat.rial. (This subject is addressed in more detail in • 
separate comment on Section C.1I1.3.) 
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NO. NRC 10 NO. COMMENT 
C.IV.2.4� C.IV.2.2 As discussed in 8 separate comment on C.IV.2.2, the industry interprets 1 4 It is understood that the Staff is considering rule 

Part 52 and D.eR to allo'w incorporation by reference and consider changes to address OeD incorporation requirements. 
statements accompanying the AP1QOQ rulemaking (SECY-DS-Q227) to 
be Inconsislent with OCR IV.A.2a, IV.A.3, and 52.79(b). Since SECY·O~ The Staff is strongly encouraged to preserve the 
0227, there has been confusion regarding Staff interprelations of these historically proven method of incorporation by 
Part 52 regulations and allowable methods for administratively handling reference. Secondly, given industry concerns that full 
the reference DCD in the COLA. With the publishing of C.IV.22, the integration may, in fact, create conditions for a less 
Staff indicated a preference for full integration of the generic OCD as an efficient review. the Staff is asked to review It 
effective means to facilitate staff review. It Is recognized that full preference for full integration. Lastly, the industry ha~ 

integration may well be appropriate and beneficial in cases for which sought definitive guidance on this topic since SECY-QS 
contextual daMty would be preserved for the reviewer. However, thi~ 0227. The Staff is encouraged to work expeditiously 
circumstance is considered to be rare. resolution that will result in clear guidance, consistent 

with the ':8gulations. The industry stands re~dy to 
Full integration will demand that the applicant and Staff take steps to assist in any way that may be needed. 
confirm (or even reconfirm) that the generic OeD is faithfully reproduced 
in the COLA FSAR. For those DCDs SUbject to revisions (which to In addition, related to this topic, see a separate 
varying degrees could apply to EPR, ESBWR, and AP1000 designs), th comment (C.lV.2.2) regarding the suggestion that the 

Staff establish electronic files 01 DCDs and ESP. that 
may be referenced in COLAs. 

C.IV.2.5� C.iV.2.2 C.\V.2.2. in the 2nd paragraph, states: -For certain DCRs. the COL 2 1 C.IV.2.2, 2nd paragraph, should be revised as follows: 
applicant must include the plant·specific DCD in its application. This "r-SF seRalA QCJiils In accordance with the OCR 
means that the COL applicant should indude a copy of the generic OeD IV.A.2.a. the COL applicant must include the plant· 
(updated to indude all revision pages). .... This language implies that the specific OeD in its applicatlon.N 

OeRs differ in requirements on this point. 

Each OCR IV.A for the four current design certification appendices 
contain the same language in IV.A.2.a. namely, that a plant-specific 
OCD must be included in the COL application referencing that OeD 
The meaning of this statement in C.IV.2.2 is, therefore, unClear andlor 
perhaps not consistent with the Part 52 CeRs. 
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C.IV.2.6� C.IV.2.2 C.IV.2.2, 3rd paragraph states: "If a CqL applicant doa. intagrate the 2 4 C.IV.2.2 should be revised as follows: 'Regardl,sI of 

generic DCO into the FSAR submined with the COL application, the th, Incorporation approach s,I'cted for reflecting 
applicant is strongly encouraged to clearly distinguish information the 9,n,rlc OeD In the COLA FSAR~ 
9lCiracted from the generic OeD from the plant~specific departures and 8J1Ji1lisSRt !:taBS IRtegfate tt\e geRBRe QbQ iRts tl=le 
exemptions to the OCD that the NRC will review in the COL application. F&I\~ sYIiFRiUeEi itl:l tl:le t;Qb BIif3lieatieF\ the 

applicant is strongly encouraged to clearly distinguish 
Information provided in the COLA FSAR, as noted by the Staff, may information extrac:ted from the generic OeD from the 
originate in the referenced OCD. While not noted, information in FSAR plant-specific departures and exemptions to the OeD 
Chapter 2 may originate as well from a referenced ESP, In addition, that the NRC will review in the COL application." 
"new COLA information" may be presenled for a variety of reasons (to 
address COL information itams, replacement of conceptual design 
information, identify departures, at. al.). Thus, the need and importance 
at clearly identifying and distinguishing the source and purpose of 
information in the COLA FSAR is important regardless of Whether the 
referenced OCD is incorporated by reference or fully integrated into Ihe 
COLA FSAR. It is recommended that C.IV.2.2 be darifled on this point. 

C.IV.2.7� C.IV.2.3.3 A COl application will comprise several submittals for 8 variety of 2 4 For the purpose of revisions. please clarify that only th 
reasons (some documents comprising the application will be safeguard, complele set of files associated with a document (e.g. 
some proprietary, elc.). Each submiltal would oontain e oovar letter an FSAR) need to be submitted upon revision of a 
identifying the documents and files indudad and their relationship to the portion of that document. 
COL application. Each submittal may also contain multiple documents 
and multiple CoROMs. 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 staffs definition or~dcx:ument .. For 
example, a document could be all the files submitted with a single cover 
letter, it could be all files contained on a single COROM, or it could be al 
flies comprising a stand~lone previousty·paper documenllike an FSAR 
or an Environmental Report. 

C.IV.2.6� C.lV.2.3.3 "Each page should include a change indicator (e.g., a bold vertical line 2 4 Clarity that alternative means of identifying changes 
at the margin adjacent to the portion that has been changed) and a pag may be acceptable when necessary for pictures and 
change identification including either the date of change. revision, or drawings. 
both." The application will contain pictures and drawings for which the 
use of.vertical line revision bars may not be pracUcal. 
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C.IV.3.1� C.lV.3.3.2 Industry Comment IV.3-4 sought confirma~ion that the replacement of 2 4 Per the Staff response to Comment IV.3·~. it is 
conceptual design information did not constitute a departure (under the presumed that this will be clarified in Section 
provistons of Design Cart. Rule VIII.B). The Staff response concurred C.IV.3.3.2. The following new COLA information 
bUl offered no change to DG-1145. Section C.IV.3.3.2 should be should not be considered departures under OCR VIIl.B 
clarified to list those elements of -new COLA information" that do not (l) Information added to address COL information 
constitute a departure from the certified design. The following are items (OeD or ESP generat~d); (2) replacement of 
considered not to constitute a departure: (1) information added to conceptual design information; (3) application specific 
address COL informalion items (DCD or ESP genereted); (2) information. 
replacement of conceptual design information; (3) application specific For consistency. the Staff should consider providing 
information. appropriate cross-references to this guidance in 

C.Ul.l.5, C.Ul.l.5. C.lU.2.5, C.lU.2.5. 

C.IV.3.2� C.lV.3.3 If a departure only affects the bases and not the technical specifications 2 1 After the sentence which slates: "The TS referred to in 
themselves, the departure should be evaluated under Ihe 50.59-like B.5.a of this paragraph are the T3 in Section 16.1 of 
change process (similar to the process for licensed plants. in which the generic DCD, including bases, for departures made 
changes to the bases are evaluated under 10 CFR 50.59). prior to issuance of the COl. After issuance of the 

COL. the plant-specific TS are controlling under 
paragraph B.S.... add the following sentence: 
If the departure only affects the bases and nolthe TS 
themselves. the departure should be evaluated in 
accordance with the criteria in Section VIII.B.S.b of the 

design certification rules. 

CIV.3.3� C.IV.3.3 When Section VIII.B.S of the design certification rules was developed. it 1 1 A paragraph should be added to this section which 
was recognized that the 50.59·like change process was not appropriate states as follows: 
for PRA-inforrnation. Therefore. while the NRC needs to be informed of Chapter 19 of the FSAR will provide qualitative 
changes in the PRA information in Chapter 19 through periodic FSAR information related to the probabilistic risk assessment 
updates. such changes are not SUbject to the change process in Section (PRA), and a separate PRA report will be provided with 
Vll1.B.5 and do not re~uire NRC approval. the application tt'lat contain quantitatiVE! information. 

PRA information in Chapter 19 will be subject to the 
requirements related to periodic FSAR updates. 
However. PRA infonnation In Chapter 19 is not SUbject 
to the 50.59-like change process in Section VIII.8.S of 
the design certification rules. 
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C.lV,3,4 C.IV,3,3 Clarification should be added to DG·1145 to avoid any misoonception 2 4 After the sentence which states: "Although the generic 

that the NRC can change the generic TS based upon the existence of TS were reviewed by the NRC staff to facilitate the 
operating experience alone, without complying with Section VIII.C.3 of design. certification review, the Commission intends to 
the design certification rules. consider the lessons learned from subsequent 

operating experience during its licensing review of the 
plant..apecific 1S.·, add the following sentence: 
II th. NRC decide. to chang. tho g.neric TS to 
account for operating experience. it must determine 
that Mspecial circumstances· exist in accordance with 
Section VIIl,C.3 of the design certification rules. 

C,IV,3,5 C.lV,3.1� C.IV .3. 1, second paragraph states "When a COL is issued in this 2 3 Delete the reference to 10 CFR 52.63 in the bulleted 
.cenario, til. 10 CFR Pert. 2, 50, end 52 change proce•••• apply to the list in the referenced paragraph. 
• ntire FSAR The.e include, but are not IImit.d to:" and inclUdes within 
the listing "10 CFR 52.63 Finality of standard design certifications.n It is 
not really clear how or why the change processes in 52.63 would apply 
to 8 custom desl n. 

CJV,3,6 C.IV,3,1� Section C.IV.3.1, second paragraph states ~When a COL is issued in 3 4 Add a bulI.t(.) referencing tile appNcability 01 10 CFR 
this scenario, the change processes established in 10 CFR Parts 2, 50, 50.90-92 to the change process. 
and 52 apply to the entire Conel.al.1y analysis report (FSAR), The.e 
include, but are not limited to, the following regulations:" The list d08s 
not include 50.90-92 which is a major Change process applicable for 
makintl chanoes to an aooroved Issued COL. 

C,IV,3,7� C.IV.3,3,2 C.IV.3.3.2 indicates that departures from DCD Tier 2 information may 3 2 Replace ~ Appendix A~ with "the applicable design 
occur in five ways. All five of the listed Items specifically refer to certification rule appendix" in this section. -MAppendix An wryich 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. 

C.IV,3,a CJV,3,3,2� C.IV.3.3.2. second paragraph indicates that departures from OeD Tier 2 2 4 Clarify the process for an applicant to request NRC 
information may oocur In "ve ways. Item (4) of the list indicates "The approval for proposed departures that do not meet the 
licensee may request NRC approval for proposed departures that do no reqUirements In the applicable design certification rule 
meet tne reqUirements in Appendix A to Part 52, paragraph VIII.8.5 (71 appendiX to Part 52. paragraph V1l1.8.5, as proVided In 
FR 12914), a. provid.d in paragraph VIILB,5,d: Additionally, B,5,e paragraph VfII.B,5,d, 
indicates that "a departure from Tier 2 Information that is made under 
paragraph 8.5 of this section does not require an exemption from this 
appendix: However, 8.5.8 begins with "an applicant Dr licensee...• It is 
clear from a.S.d that a licensee would request a license amendment. 
What process does an applicant use under 8.5 for 8 departure from Tier 
2 information that requires NRC approval? Is this simply a request to 
depart Without having to request an exemption? 
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C.IV.3.9 C.IV.3.3.2 C.IV.3.3.2, second paragraph indicates that departures from OeD Tier 2 2 4 Clarify the process tor an applicant to request NRC 

information may occur in five ways. Item (5) of th., list indicates ~The approval for a departure from Tier 2'" information under 
licensee may request NRC approval for a departure from Tier 2'" the applicable design certification rule appendix to Part 
information under Appendix A to Part 52, paragraph VIII.B.6 (71 FR 52, paragraph VIII.B.5. 
12914).~ B.6.d indicates that -departures from Tier 2"lnformatlon that 
are made under paragraph B.6 of this section do not require an 
exemption from this appendix: However, B.6.8 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 8.6 for 
a departure from Tier 2'" infonnation Ihat requires NRC approval? Is thi 
simply a request to depart without having to request an exemption? 

C.IV.3.10 C.IV.3.3.2 C.IV.3.3.2 provides a confusing mixture of information related to the 3 3 Clarity by referring to "the applicable design 
ABWR (references to part 52, AppendiX A) and the AP 1000 Oocations 0 certification rule appendix to Part 52· as applicable. 
severe accident Infonnation). This guidance information should be 
rovided on a more aeneric baSIS. 

C.IV.3.11 C.tV.3.3.3 C.IV.3.3.3 ~iscusses the change processes for operational requirement 3 4 Delete the word "proposed" from the portions of 
as though the Section VIII processes are still ·proposed.· These are in C.IV.3.3.3 that reference issued rule requirements. 
the phrase. "with its own change process in proposed paragraph VIII.C, 
then "The key 10 using'the change processes proposed In Section VIII,· 
and finally "Generic changes made under proposed paragraph 
Vlll.C.1 ....• The word ·proposed· should be removed from each of thes 
hrases. 

C.IV.3.12 C.IV.3.3.3 C.IV.3.3.3, second paragraph discusses the change processes for 2 4 Provide clarification and additional guidance for 
operational reQuirements and indicates ·The determination of Whether applicants to meet this portion of the guidanc,:. 
the generic TS and other operational requirements were completely 
reviewed and approved in the design certification rvIemaking is based 
upon the extent to which an NRC safety conclusion in the FSER is bein 
modifie(j or changed: However. the acceptable extent to which an NR( 
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 
annroval? 

C.IV.3.13 C.lV.3.3.3 C.IV .3.3.3 states ~If it cannot be determined that the TS or operational 2 4 
requirement was comprehensively reviewed and finalized in the design 
certification rulemaking, then there js no backfit restriction under 10 CFF 
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 8rld are acceptable. Is this considered a 
"comorehensive· review? 
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C.IV.3.14� CJV.3.3.3 C.IV.3.3.3, third paragraph states "Some generic TS and investment 1 1 Provide clarification on the means by which an 

protection short·term availability controls contain values in brackets [ ]. applicant can provide sufficient information in order to 
The brackets are placeholders indicating that the NRC's rev~ is not meet NRC review requirements. 
complets, and represent a requirement that the applicant for a combine 
license referencing the AP1000 OCR must replace the valuss in 
brackets with final plant·speclfic values: The generic TS in the AP1000 
OeD have a COL Information Item that requires the information in the 
brackets to be replaced with plant specific information. However, some 
certified design OCDs contain no such COL Information Item for the 
short·term availability controls. The COL Information Item is generally t 
provide a procedure. Further, there Is no compelling reason to replace 
the bracketed generic information in the short-term availability controls. 

C.IV.3.14 C.lV.3.3.3� The required procedure can be written with the plant specific informatior 1 1 see above 
(continued)� 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 matenal 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? 

C.IV.3.15� C.IV.3.3.3 C.IV.3.3.3, last paragraph (and the DC rule, VItI.C.6) indicate. thai "the 2 4 Provide darification that ·other operational 
generic T5 will have no further effect on the plant-specific T5 after the reqUirements· are included within the'context of the 
issuance of a license that references this appendix: However, there is referenced paragraph. 
no such statement with regard to the ~other operational requlrements.
Additionally, VIII.C.4 does not identify how a licensee can change the 
·other operational requlrements,~ 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 OCD for the 
life of the plant? If so, how does the licensee determine the full scope a 
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. 

C.tV.4.1 C.tV.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 heading 
exacUy as they are In 13.4 Add the 1sl and 3rd 
columns rltem- and ·Source/Required By") 
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C.IV.4.2 C.lVA.3 Section C.lV.4.3 of OG·1145 discusses implementation of Operational 3 4 These -examples· should be clarified to ensure thai 
Programs. Two examples are discussed with respect to delineating licensees can understand the exact purpose of the 
license conditions. onB involving Fire Protection and another involving examples for Fire Protection and Physical Security 
physical security. It is not clear from the writing of Section C.IV.4.3 license condition write-ups In Section C.IV.4.3. It Is not 
whether these are examples of how all implementation license clear why only these two examples were induded 
conditions should be addressed, whether these are exceptions or 
whether these are requirements for how.the license conditions for tM 
two programs discussed must be delineated based on recent regulatory 
changes. This needs to be clarified. 

C.lV.5.1 CN.5.1 Page C.IV,5-2, insert a new second paragraph as follows: 2 4 The eXisting draft provisions do not address the 
Mlf the applicant is a Federal agency, including a corporate agency and situation where the applicant may be a Federal agency 
instrumentality of the Federal Govemment, 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 aganey. Indudl"g. if 
applicable, that of each director and principal officer of the agency· 

CN.6.1 C.IV.6.1 Remove the requirement to specifically list in the transmittal letter the 3 4 C.IV.6.1 states "the applicant should specifically list in 
actiVities that the applicant is requesting to perform since it is already tho transmittal letter the activities Ihatlha apPlicant is 
specified in 10 CFR 50.10. requesling to pelform." 10CFR 50.10 lists the allowed 

activities and does not reqUire a specific llsf. Requl~lng 

a specific list will just result in each applicant listing 
each item in 50.10. 

CN.6.2 C.IV.6.2 If the redress plan is expected to be provided in the ER, format guidanc 1 1 CJV.6.2 and C.IV.6.3 state "The requirements of 10 
C.IV.6.3 is needed. Specifically. the guIdance needs to indicate where in the ER CFR 51.5O(c)(4) specify Ihat a site redress plan musl 

the SRP is expected to be placed: 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. 2 4 The Midland site stab~lzation report is a progress 
Suggest one of the ESP's currently under review 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 3 4 The commitment to a single technology Is not the 
not appropriate for inclusion at ESP stage. underlying reason for NRC not wanting to allow lWA-2 

activities at ESP stage. 
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C.IV.7.1.2 C.IV.7.1.2 stales: 3 4 -. potential variances from the ESP' 
"Pre-.appllcatlon ac1ivitles that support a COL application referencing a 

early site permit (ESP) should focus on the following topics:". potential 
deviations from the ESP"Th. t.rm "d.vlatlons" should b. 
"varlance." 8sIndicated In the response to Comment C.lV.3.-3. 

C.IV.7.3� C.IV.7.1.3Iists the following for prl.appllcatlon discussion topic 2 2 NA 
". analysis needed to support offsil. power analysis with RTO' 

What does the stsff h.v. In mind hert? 

C.IV.7.2� C.IV.7.2 identifies Staff activities. This I. Inconsistent with the rest of 2· 3 Rlwrltli this section to provide guidance to the 
the DG and with the Intent of the DG. This guida'1ce should be for the applicant. 
applicant (SRPs provide Stan gUidance) to identify what the NRC 
needslwants from the applicant in the pre-application phase to support 
the environmental review. Response to previous comment C.lV.7.2-1 
indicated that the comment would be considered but also Indicaited ~no 

chana." to the DG 
C.lV.7.2� C.IV.7.211stl pr...applicatlon activities that support the 2 5 N/A 

envlronment.1 review. The NRC recently indicated (during B prs
application meeting wIth Southern re VogUe ESP application) the 
potential 'or a ·five-step environmental revlew.~ The context. timing, an 
scope 0' this five-step process needs to be clarified. NRC clarification 
I~n".".~ 

C.IV.8� C.IV.8 is apparently missing section number and title: C.IV.8.1 "Generic 3 4 Insert appropriate seclion number and tiUe. 
Issues" 

C.IV.8� The cited proposed regulation limits review of generic issues to those 2 4 C.IV.8 should be clarirted regarding the use of NUREG 
that are resolved and applicable to design. CN.8's guidance regarding 0933, App. B. The '?lIowing language in C.IV.8 is 
the use of App. B, NUREG.Q933 is not clear. The vast majority of issues recommended: 
listed in the current App" B ere coded ~I" or "Note 3(a)". These notes an 
understood to mean that the issues have acceptable technical "In general, for a COLA referencing a certified design. 
resolutions and that those resolutions have been incorporated Into the COL applicant should address those generic issue 
regulations or other regulatory guidance. Such issues, so coded, do not listed in App. B (in effect 6 months...) that are 
need to be addressed further under "Generic Issues." technically relevant to the site·specific portions or 

design. In addition, the applicant must address those 
In ganara'. for a COLA referencing a certified design, the COL applicant actions identified in the referenced DCD that are 
should address those generic issues listed in App. B (in effect 6 assigned to the. applicant and relate to generic Issues: 
months.. ,) that are technically relevant to the site·specific portions of 
design. 'In addition, the applicant must address those actions identified In addition, as noted in the comment, the Staff should 
in the referenced OeD that are assigned to the applicant and relate to provide explicit guidance on the use of App. 8 in 
generic Issues. determining the scope of generic issues that are 

resolved and must be addressed for Part 52 
Per the propose:d regUlation, the generic issue review is limited to thoSe applications. 
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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CIVB.2 C.IV.8 addressed in other regulations or guidance. "Note 6" applies to future 2 4 see above 
(continued) plants but represents recomll)8ndations and not requirements, Overall. 

the use of A.pp. 8 is unclear and the guidance of C.1V.8 does not resolv 
this. The Staff is requested to review App.B and provide explicit 
guidance (in C.IV.8 or other appropriate locationo in DG-1145) aolo ho 
App. 8'0 "oting is to used, particularty for a COL applicant referencing a 
certified design. 

C.IV.8.3 C.IV.8 See Comment C.IV.8.2. 2 4 Delete the following in C.IV.S (or provided clarification 
as the basis for this guidance in that it appears 

C.IV.8 indicates that applicants should address those issues (in App. 6. inconsistent with the scope of the cite proposed 
NUREG-0933) for which there is no entry or "TBO" in Ihe future planls regulation): 
effective date. It is not dear that these are resolved generic issues 
which is Ihe basic scope 01 the proposed Pert 2.79(e)(20). The Siali 
should delete or explain what issues so coded should be addressed in 
the COL application. 

C.lV.8.4 C.IV.8.2 The Staff has provide~ a very helpful (preliminary) reView of NRC 3 4 In C.IV.8, include the statement: -A review of these 
generic letters and bulletins to ~det8rmine whether they have been generic communications was perfonned to determine 
superseded by other NRC generic communications." This explanation whether they have been superseded by other NRC 
of the review is found in C.I.1.9.4. Given that the actual review results generic communications, NRC actions. or 
are provided in C.lV.8. this particular explanation of the review should requirements. Those gen,ric communications that 
also be provided in c.lV.e. remain open and that are technically relevant to the 

COL applicants facility design should be addressed in 

- the applicatJon." (consistent with C.1.1.9.4). 

C.IV.8.5 C.lV.8.2 The use of the Staffs review in C,IV.8 of generic letters and bulletins 2 4 In C.IV.8, include the statement: "NRC generic letter. 
(GUS) is not fully clear. Section C.IV.8 defines of the various "exclusion and bulletins assigned an exclusion code have been 
codes" applied as ·screening criteria· in the Staffs rev\ew. The screaned from further evaluation and need not be 
implication is that any GUS gwen an exclusion code is screened oul an addressed by the COL applicant." 
need not be considered further by the COL applicant. C.IV.8 should be 
revised to clarify the use of this table. 

C.IV.8.6 C.IV.8 The Staff has provided a very helpful (preliminary) review of NRC 3 3 In C.IV.8. include the statement: 
generic letters and bulletins to ~determina whether they have been "A review of these generic communications was 
superseded by other NRC generic communications." performed to determine whether they have been 
This explanation of the review is found in C.1.1.9.4. Given that the actua superseded by other NRC generic communications. 
review results are provided in C.IV.8, this particular explanation of the NRC actions, or requirements. Those generic 
review should also be provided in C.IV.8 communications that remain. open and that are 

technically relevant to the COL applicants facility 
design should be addressed in the application." 
(consislent wilh C.I.1.9.4). 

0 
C.lV.8.7 C.IV.8 The use of the Staffs review in C.IV.8 of generic letters and bulletins 3 3 In C.lV.8. indude the statement: 

(GUS) Is not fully clear. Section C.lV.8 definas of the various ·exclusion ~NRC generic letters and bulletins assigned an 
codes" applied as ·screening criteria" in the Staffs review. The exclusion code have been screened from further 
implication is that any GUS given an exdusion code is screened out an evaluation and need not be addressed by the COL 
need not be considered further by the COL applicant. C.IV.8 should be applicant.~ 

revised to clarify the USe of this table. 
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Attachment 1 

Chapter 8. Electric Power 

The AC and DC electric powersystem~ J!!S!he .s~l!.r~e_ ~f.p~~~r. fo~ st~t!0_n.ll:u~ili~r.i~8 du!ing I1Q~al - -(- Deleted: is'----------' 
operation, and for the protection system and engineered safety features during abnonnal and accident 
conditions. Non-passive dcsigns rely on offsite AC power. onsite AC power, and onsite DC power for safe 
shutdown while passive designs do not dcpend on either onsite or offsitc AC systems for safe shutdown. 
Passivc designs will rely solcly on onsitc DC systcms for safe shutdown. Thus, the COL applicant should 
provide infonnation 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 desi gn reactor (and electrical systems 
important to safety) and ensuring that these systems have adequate redundancy, independence, and testability 
in confonnance with the current criteria established by the U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 

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 or non-passive designs. thcse clcctrical systems will encompass both safety 
related AC and DC systems. For mIssive desiL'Ils that do not rely on ensite AC Dower, the ensile Class I E 
DC systems and the associated loads will be the only sarety 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 infonnation 
identified in Section C.1.8.1 of this guide should be included in the application document. 

8.2 Of/site Power System 

8.2.1 Description 

IP~ ~[f~i!eJl_o~~!: ~..s~e!.l1_ i§ !h_e.PE~f~!!~_s~~r2~ !?[I!0_~eE fO! !'!.eJ~l!c!<!.r .PE<!.tt?c!i~1.! §y"s!e.!I! I!n_d o[ Deleted: T 0 .0 

engineered safety features during abnormal and accident conditions. For non-passive designs, it; ~n~lu~~s__ ... __ -{>-D-e-I-et";ec:t';"-:-.-------~ 
two or more physically independent circuits from the transmission network. It encompasses the grid, '-------------' 
transmission lines (overhead or underground), transmission line towers, transformers, switchyard -\,...----~------' 

. h d b d Ii h� - Deleted:, the moln generatQr components an d controI systems, SWltc yar attery systems.,.!!~ _~o_ .9!:t_.� .. . _.' • 

Provide infonnation concerning offsite power lines coming from the transmission network to the plant 
switchyard. For non-passive designs where t)1~ _clr~l!i!.s I!:0.!Il. tp~ !r~,!s!1!.i~s~0.!l.n~!.~o.!"~ ~.!!!. a!~ ~~sl~.!!!.eQ ~~ __ o' -( Deleted: T 
two offsite power circuits and are relied upon for accident mitigation should be identified and described iIi 

_ ' 

'-- ..-J 

sufficient detail to demonstrate confonnance 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 CFR Part 50). The discussion 
should include the independence between these two offsite power sources to ensure that both electrical and 
physical separation exists, in ordcr to minimize the chance of simultaneous failure. 

For non-passive designs, n,c:rf~f!lI_1! [alll}r~ _l12o_d~ .!!'!c!. t?ffe.c!s_a.!ll!l~~i~ ~f. t~~ ~'Yi!c!JYl!r~ P~J!.lI!~~l)t!! !o.. _,- -( Deleted: P 
assess the possibility of simultaneous failure of both circuits as a result of single events, such as a breaker not '-- ..-J 

operating during fault conditions, a spurious relay trip, a loss of a control circuit power supply, or a fault in a 
switchyard bus or transfonner. The capacity and electrical characteristics of transfonners, 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. 
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For non-passive designs, ide.!1~iftt~~ ~qulp_n!e.!1! ~h!lt_I!.1~s~ ~~ ~~n~i.!l~:r~~ in_ t!J~ ~R.e~iJi~~ti0.!1_0f pf!~i!e __ .' - i Deleted: I 
power 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 ofTsite power 
supplies, including high-voltage transmission networks, medium-voltage distribution networks, switchyard 
equipment (bus work, tmnsformers, circuit breakers, disconnect switches, surge protective devices, control, 
communica'tion, grounding, and lightning systems), switching capacitors, and offsite power supplies. 

For non-1l8ssivc designs. P}0Yl,!e_ir,!f!'~'f..l~tiP!1!'!1JO,c!lti~n_~(r!g!J~s~o!-~aY~,~~!1s.!n.i~si~n_t9~~r.s, , _ .' .' .{ Deleted: P 
voltage level, and length of each transmission line from the site to the first major substation that connects the "- .....J 

line to the grid. A1tl!.n~~u...a! [e~t~~e~.pf !.h~~e_ tt:a.!1~f!1~~i2'l. ~'l.e~ ~I.!q,ul'! ~eAe§c.ri.b~~._ ~c!J .r~a.!t!.r~~ J!1tg!J~ • - '1 Deleted: A 

include (but are not limited to) crossovers or proximity ofother lines (to ensure that no single event such as a - - - '>-[D-e-Ie-t-ed-:s---------< 
tower falling or a line breaking can simultaneously affect both circuits), rugged terrain, vibration or galloping '-- .....J 

conductor problems, icing or other heavy loading conditions, and high thunderstorm occurrence rate in the 
geographical area. 

For non-passive designs, iJ!dic.a!e)f g~n~~a!q,r _b!e...a~\!r~ ~~ .u§eA~...a .!1.!e...a!1~ <lYI2vJ<ii!1g il'f..lJ!1~<!i'!.tc: _ • -{ Deleted: I 
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. Ifso, provide sufficient information for the staff to evaluate the generator 
circuit breakers and load break switches. 

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 ofGDC 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. di~cu~s_ t~~ !Tl.a~i!'lu.!Tl_ ~n_d_f!1i!1~rn.u_rn. ~~i~c_hYi!r~ 'y,?I~ag~ 1~a! !Tl.!l~t_bE - .[ Deleted: D 
maintained by the transmission system provider/operator (TSPffSO) without any reactive power support from '------------' 

the nuclear power plant. In addition for non-passive designs, ~s~ri~e,t~~ [o!'J!1~I_ag~eE'!1~1!t_o!, P~O!q,cp~ , __ - -{ Deleted: D� 
between the nuclear power plant and the TSPffSO of the preferred offsite power capable of supporting plant '-------------'� 
startup, and to shut down the plant under normal and emergency conditions.� 

Non-passive designs should include a descrintion o'_t~e_ c.api!bJljty_of!h~ _T§,!'_t2 ~1!alY..z~ _ .. " -{,--~_le_t_ed_:_D_._SC_ri_be ..J 

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. 

Furthermore. non-passive designs should i1.!c.l~,!e_a_,!e§c.rP!i9!!2U!:'~ ~'l.aly.si.s_t2q,1.!1~e_d_by_t~~I~Q!~.,. - {'-.~_e_leted :_I__ ...) 
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). 

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 desib'lls.provl<!e_t~~ !IS~1111lI!t~0.!1~ ~'l.d_ c.0!1~ly~i2'l.s_t~at E1~1!l2rls!rllt~,t'!.a1 !h~ . - 1'-.De_le_t_ed..:.:_A_I_sO_'O -' 

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 
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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 systel11.acc_ep!il)g_t~~unir~ Q'!tP'!t .a!ld the .ti!'!.lsJTli~sio~sy~t~I!lP~ov.id.il.lg t.h~ p!e[t:.n:eppower}o! _ .... --[ Deleted: accepting the 

the' unit's loads. 
• ...... _ ...... __ .. _ .. _ .... _. .. _ ...... .... ...' .' -\ Deleted: --Page Break--] 

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 completc loss orthe transmission systcm conncctcd 
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 staiions 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 designs d.e_s~rj~e_h_o~..i!1~c:p~I!'!.e!1~e_i~ ~~tl!bli~ll.e.~tb~~~e~'..I ~h~ _o.!l~i~e_a.!1~ ~ff~j!e__ .. __ .. " .. -{ Deleted: D 
power systems. Two aspects of independence should be addressed in each case: '- ....J 

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. ~l Lo~i!!&.a_lp~s_0"£_off~i!eJ~.o.:v_er,..t~e_ s_afe~x. ~'-!.s~s_ ~~ ~oJ~I¥ fe..d_fr0!'..l. ~h~ ~~3!1<!b'y 
power systems. Under this situation, describe the design of the feeder-isolation breaker in each offsite 

- -[ Deleted: f 
' ....J 

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 IE loads are connected to the Class IE bus,?s, the COL applicant should demonstrate that 
the design will not result in degradation of the Class I E system. Describe the design of the isolation device 
through which standby power is supplied to the non-Class I E load, including control circuits and connections 
to the Class IE bus. To ensure physical separation between the ClasslE 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 IE 
systems and non-Class IE systems .and their associated cables, raceways without the need to consult reference 
material. 

For non-passive dcsigns, tJ!e_~Q~ !i2P}i~~!!t _s~<?ul<!.l!l~<?. d.e§~rib_e.)1~~_t~~ ~i~s..e! ge_n~~a!oI~I!~ ~i~c:.d..t.9.... _ .' -l Deleted: T 
accommodate the added non-Class 1E loads. '---'----------' 

8.3.1.2 Analysis 

For non-passive designs, ~o_v.!d_e..a.!l~ly~e§~<? <!e_!l!.0_n~l!a..t~ ~o_fJ!pli!1'..1c_e_~i!h..Ql?~~ !~ ~'!.d_1..81 ~!!d..t~ ~ .. - .( Deleted: P 
indicate the extent to which the recommendations of Regulatory Guides 1.6, 1.9, and 1.32 and other '- ....J 
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appropl;ate criteria and standards are followed. The discussion should identifY all aspects oft~e 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 GOes. 
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8.3. J.3 Electrical Power System Calclliations, and Distribution System Studies for AC Systems 

COL applicants that reference a certified design do not need to include this infonnation unless 
design changes are made to the certified design. 

8.3.2 DC Powcr Systems 

8.3.2.1 Description 

If non-Class IE loads are connected to the Class IE batteries, the COL applicant should demonstrate 
that the design will not result in degradation of the Class IE 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 Class IE equipment and the non-l E equipment, including cables and raceways, describe how the 
recommendations of Regulatory Guide 1.75 are followed. 

Describe the means of identitying the non-I E components, including cables, raceways, and tenninal 
equipment. Provide information on the identitying scheme used to distinguish between redundant Class IE 
systems and non-Class IE 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 non
Class IE 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 ofRegulatory Guides 1.6, and 1.32 are followed. The 
discussion should identify all aspects of the dc power system that do not confonn 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 Electrical Power System Calculations, and Distriblltion System Studies for DC Systems 

COL applicants that reference a certified design do not need to include this infonnation unless 
design cnanges are made; . 

8.4 Station Blackout (SBO) (for ntm-pas.~ivede.~iglls) 

8.4.1 Dcscription 

For non-passive designs. the_l!Pp~~a!1~ s_h.9yl~ _d~!!.c!il>~ ~q,~ !h.e.a!t~I!1~t~ i1!.t~f!.Il!-tLng~y,!~nJ {~q __ 
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), pennissive 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 delennination that the 
independence of the AAC power source is maintained. 

for non-passive designs, ~s_c!i~~ ~q,~ !.h~__~~G p~~e.! §Q1!TC:~ 1~.o}~S'P~n~~ l!r~ p~x.sicil!.'x. ~ep~r!1~e9 
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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8.4.2 Analysis 

For non-passive designs. LV.:0_vid_e_a!l_a!1l!I)!~~t9A~J1l?'ls.!;.!1~e_t~~t!1~ ~i!1gl~:P2in! YI.!I!.1~r~~i~ity _e~is!s - { Deleted: P 
whereby a single active failure or weather-related event could simultaneously fail the AAC power source and L---'---'- ..J 

offsite power sources. The power sources should have minimum potential for common failure modes. 
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Attachment 1� 
NEI Comments on Draft� 

DG"\1145� 

Rationale for recommended change to C.1.11.2.1 
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.l.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 light
water-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 8, "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. l 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 waste2 (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 staffhl;lS 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 staffs 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 1. 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 1, 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 ofdiminishing cost
benefit 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 1." 

Regulatory Guide 1.110, March 1976 is antiquated and inappropriate for use with 
the current technology in radwasteprocessing. 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 Iight-water
cooled nuclear power reactors. Lastly, 10 CFR50 Appendix I, Sec. 11.0 allows for 
'other appropriate criteria.' Regulatory Guide 1.143, Revision 2 is the other 
appropriate criteria allowable by 10 CFR50 Appendix I, Sec. 11.0. Therefore, any 
reference to Regulatory Guide 1.110 should be removed from OG-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 staffhas adopted for 
the analysis of routine and accidental releases into various types of surface water 
bodies. Models ior the ground-water pathway are not covered in this guide." 

Regulatory Guide 1.113, Revision 1, as included in OG-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. 1 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 phint 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 ~nd 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 l.IB, 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-1145 as it applies to radioactive waste systems, structures, and 
components. 

I� 
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C.I.18� 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 (HSls), procedures, and training; (4) the .rr-'"'T,=,""~--=---~-"" 
implementation of the design~ and (5) the monitoring!6fperfOrr:riE1I1ce]a! !'lE! ~i!E!' )~h_e ~ __ - ~.iihient[NEI1]: Monitoring ., . 

FSAR should address the 12 HFE elements of NUREG-0711 shown in Figure 1. '- ':'c!>nnges"reads n.design chonge
\ monitoring, whieh is QA, not HF, so 

rather than delete it, it was rcfit with the 
\ \ corresponding element for postM 

Planning and \ \ implementation m~nitorin.g.Design Verification Implementation�
Analysis Deleted: changes�and Validation and Operation ' 

HFEProw,""� 
Manag_nl�I I 

I Oploallng_~..,"",.... I 
IHumso-System Int&fece 

.0-0"I� I 
Des iIln I",,_tation IFU~O~IIRequi_1I A~Iy.iI
 

and FundionAlloootlon� I Pro.... D_1opmenl I I Hu,,"," Faa"'" I
I 

V.ifaton and Validation 
Hurnm PtNfonnanca 

T..k~ll'"it	 MDnlalngI II I 
I Training PrOW'""� 

Dewlopm&nl� j 

I Stalling & QualifICation I 

HUTIlIl\ Reliability 
ArwIJ"IiI·1 I 

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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Submittals For HFE Activities That Have Not Been Completed 

~ttb~e~tirMjh-aUhe,GOCappTic-gtibn.issub'iiiiftterd;some·6f1he12HFEelements maY'be 
incompl'9fe.lf'ane1eri:rent is jncompleteafthe"timeof the COL application, the FSA,R 
should describe the objectives and scope oftheapplicant's activities related to the' 
element, the methodology thatwillbe used to perform the activities. and the expected 
'results of the activities. In addition, an "implementation plan" and schedule for 
completing the element should be·submitted. including plans for the use and disposition' 
of the corresponding results. Finally. DAC/ITAAC should be submitted which define the' 
reguirements for closure of the element when it is completed.l -.------------------,, ,
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 cost I 

, 

, 
1 , ,effectively be addressed than when the activity is completed. 

\ ~ 11if,ii!ti!!!i!i!l!i.Ii!iHIl';. 
, , , ,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. "l

\ 

" .coi1iii1erit:[NEi:6fn;.~~;iwo aspects 
1 of thi:' conlent of subniillals are what theSubmittal Interfaces 
II industry secks to ~ElYe_ clarified 

Comment [NEx']: This rewnte tried The submittals described in this section should be coordinated with those of other SRP to address the seeming paradox thalthc 
.chapters and sections. Important review interfaces are described in NUREG-0800 Ch.18 less complete elemeDts were calling for 

more deta; I to be provided.rev.t Sec.18.I.C, 

1 Staffrcview guidancc for thc technical contclll of HFE programs and activities is givcn bv the applicable� 
revisions of NUREG-0800 (SRPl Chapter J8 and NUREG-07 J I. Conl1icts of intemretation between� 
C.1. )8 and the applicablc staff review guidance will be governcd by thc laner. 
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I C.I.18.1 [liFE P:rQgrilmMinag-~menf ~ ._ - - Comment [NElS): Apropo~d' 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.1j NlIREG·0711 rev.2, Sec.21 frnm<workforthcC.J,I~seeti~i.s" .. 

•presented.� Thr<o componen!S JIle U$Od; 
.Purpose, Contents, and.Added 9uidance. 

[pirroose!_� The intontofthis fmmc~,\rid~.19 ~-i.:.' 
H H _ H_" H • _ 

·concise and to .. 
:~~j~tin.~·N~.

The purpose of this 'portion of the ~PPlli~8'ti~lillis 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. \,� 

\ 
\ , 

\ 
------------------------------------------------------~--~ ,>-......~;......,.,....,;,,-

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 (Le. ,� 

Idetailed) HFE Program Plan. All such descriptions (i,e. summary or detailed) should ,�
address the topics below in response to the applicable review guidance2• ,� 

I, 
• pener~it-iFE Progr8m·(;oa·ls·aild:Scqpe(NUREG~ci711rev.2. Sec'-2.4.1) 
• HFE Team and Organization (NQREG~0711 rev.2. Sec.2.4.2l 
• J:!E~·pipcess and Procedurl;l's (NUR5G-0711 rev.2, Sec.2.4.3) 
• fll::~::I~~\:Je~ Trackir)g (NUREG"()i~~j;rev:2, Sec.2.4.4)' 
• m~9b.Qi9?i'pr9gr~m fNUREG;otlfil:eY.·2,,,Sec.2.4.5) L .. ...... __ .. __ .. _ 

- Comment [NEll;l): \VhCri;c:CIII;,; . 
Organizational procedures of the COL applicant and its assigns may be referenced in content reflects existing gUidance,' 

citations arc preferred to restate~ents.the detailed HFE Program Plan and be retained and made available for NRC staff audit. 
Clearly, the Applicant is advised to' . 
'submit what the Slaffwants In see, .nd 

Added Revi~w Guidance! this is defined by the Staff review 
----------------------------------------------~	 guidance. It may be true in some sense 

thaI NUREG-0711 & NUREG-0800 give 
guidance for Staff reviews but nol for 
Applicimt submittals - but docs !his 

\ justify the need for multiple versions or 
\ similar guidance? From a te~hnical 

C.I.18.2� Operating Experience Review , standpoin~ Ihe Indultry finds !he" 
'. available Staff review g"idanc:e to be .(NUREG·0800 Ch.18 rev.f, Sec,lJ.A,2j NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.31 
\ <qually suited 10 either role,a;, "'ow;, by , 
\\ 'the US:'? ofNUREG·07l1 :fi:9~,~~~~pli<?9' . 

Purpose ;ccirii~' 
'.Rc~icyi.' Qui
•"matcrlai ·th~l is 'not: coThe purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant has identified 
to'have been 9ufliciently,\iI'and analyzed HFE related problems and issues in previous designs' that are similar to 'existi'ng lit8ff review .g..ldlih·

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(O(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.� 

: The citations below are provided for convenience and refer to the 1110st recent version of the cited review� 
guidance at the time orC.L18 publication.� 
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implementation, and results of OER. Detailed OER data maybe retained and made 
available for NRC staff audit. All such descriptions (Le. summarv 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.l10 CFR 50.34(f)(3)(Il}. 
• 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 predecessor plants may be summariZed in submittals. 
Detailed results may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit. 

Added Review Guidance 

Mihen 'th.e~~ il? more th~_n 'on~ Rr~d~ces~Q~:QI~.i:!.~j!1ej21~,_of e~.~·~ ~~Quld, b~.cle~iIY , 
9~!l~d.( ~ _-' Comment [NEI14]: Directing 

applicants in a licensing submittal to 
specifically attribute problems to other 

LWhen the new proposed plant'utl'liZes 'new"te6iiiiOiogy;ttle' applicant shoijld obtain and pliln\S isunlikely'to be acceptable to 

~e~cribe experien~eJrpmap[lli~a~i9nli"QUhis rl.~Y!'Jf3_~hI]9IQgy.ev.~r:l.ifi! i~J}Q!frQl}1J.b~ , industrY: ' 

'p'!..eq~~~~s.~r pla'pk� ' 

ItheFsARsh6i:Jfa'i(j~htTfy ·risk-in,porianfHAs:lh'Hl~ 'predecessor-plants"arid 'determine:,if 
they are still risk-impbrtant in the applicant's de~ign. For thos~ that are applicabl~,.th~ 
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 cif 
the design that helped to assure success. If errors have occurred in their execution!' , 
i,n~g]1~s should ,beiQ.~n!ifi~d rel~te(ttq, D,e~f!~~ i,m.I2!'0ve,!!~r~!.sJD _~uman p~rformance. I", - Comment [NEI16]: This seems 

infeasible because "risk-important" 
human aclions may be undefined for

Where the risk-important HAs for the,new plant are determined to be different from those� predecessor plants. To the extent that 
of the predecessor plant. the OER results should identify any operational experience� RJHAs have been identified by the 

predecessor plant, even if these arc related to these different risk-important human actions. appropriate OER contents for the . 
Applicant, they do not belong in the 
Applicant's FSAR. If predecessor 
RItlAs do not,exist, the burden should' 

.n'1t fali on the Applieont to identify and 
St!pP1,it.t:hem for .the predecessor plant, 
a~d'tJie suggestion invites leg.I,obsiacles, 

}The citations below arc provided for convenience and refer to the most recent version of the eited review 
guidance at the time of C.I,l8 publication. 
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I C.I.18.3·� Functional Requirements~Analysis and Function Allocation 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.A.3j NUREG·0711 rev.2. Sec.4l 

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� 
advantage of human· strengths 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� 

cqmfuenf~N!!I~~]: GenerallY,a.talc
provided in referenced reports. Analysis data may be retained and made available for / .of~ffait~ can'.t D~ vcrjficd+un!css,cithcr' . 
NRC staff audit. , .•t.'~'(".e".trUeorfalse) Funetionar' 

~uiremciiis'(FRS)a'rc 'aiuilyze'dl>ccawe . 
/ itii~:'d.iffi~~it~to'd~icrinihe··that:a·sCt IS . 

Added Review Guidance 's.iffiCibit,(i~'I;;~~cOmpleic, since .. 
anollierli.quiren1ent.can easily:bc ailded 
and often isj. ·071 I should simply say.If the proposed new plant is using the same functional requirements (FRs) as a .th.~ "'the ·resulls of lhe FR analysis 

, predecessor plant, then a description of the methodology is not needed. In this case, the , should demonslrale lhallhe set of 
I safety'funelions is sufficient for safe 

,
FSAR should identify the plant(s) whose functional requirements are being used and the ,I operation, and tbat· each function i& . 
functions themselves provided in the results. I ·.i1equalely specified by lhe 

I requirement.." ond the FSAR should '. 
simply summarize the results andR:esc-~be t~e verification of the funetio:nafre.qufn3ment~·analysis: I __ ~,' submiVreferenee the details. That is all 
that i. reasonably necessary or possible 
for descriptive analysis ofthis type, and 
the case is similar for the Analysis of 

The verification of the fu'nction allocation should be described to show that the 
allocations of functions result in a coherent role for plant personnel.l. ••.... _. __ . _ Function Allocation. 

.Comment ["El18]: The similar but 
.nOli~caJ words in 4.4(10) of I C.I.18.4� Task Analysis WliREGCQ7l'Lrev2 are that '''the 
:fiirictjf)TwI ~r,irimeJit~ Qna'y~is i»td(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.A.4; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.5) 
lr!~ctl9n'~IIOt;Qlio;, 'Should be. verified...•• 
T)\O'lndUstJicorrcctly·nolcd the diWarity· 

Purpose .~9tj1/ori!iog'b!\tWCciiCJ:18 and07U at 
" 'words in 0711: ... ~ .' ....., ." . 

• .!Ilr'~l!""" " .
The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant's task analysis ~~i~~~:~:~liii':: 
identifies the specific tasks that are needed for function accomplishment and their� 
information, control. and ta·sk-supporl requirements.� 

Contents� 

The FSAR may state the objectives and scope. and summarize the methods and results� 
of the analysis. Detailed methods and results may be provided in referenced reports. ~;;ir·': ,;,� 
Analysis data may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit. . ris t1ierefo~~ .� 
1 .:. "' . _ 18 .and~t'haewl··:lilIns·lidane··a·d· co:'� 

. -, .."..� ,
" ::\)i~ .'ew~;.:relijioilsibilityfor 

'\ }J\~1te~,bCeJarifiedWh.nNUREG· 
~The term "requirements" as used here and elsewhere in this document. refers to requirements that are " ,07,H:i(neXlre,vised".... . 
established as part of the design process. The term "requirements" is not used in this context to denote Comment [NEI19]: The means to 
"Regulatory Requirements." There are no regulatory requirements in this document, only review gUidance. identify RlMAs is HRA methodology, not 

TA scope; both are explained'in 071 I. 
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The FSAR may summarize the methods used to analyze tasks.includi!J.g 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.I.18.5� Staffing and Qualifications 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.1a rev.1. Sec.lI.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 regulatory requirements.' 

Contents 

This section of the FSAR may describe how the staffing and qualifications activities 
address the requirements of 10 CFR 50,54 (j) through (ml. 

if an exemptiohfrom 10 CFR50.54(mfis:sought.lhe information related to sucH 
exer:nptions as identified in N'UREG:':Ma@tSetn;3~ 1/.2,.... U 1.3 'should be submitted] __ n __ , _ ·CciminliritlNEI-20)i The SRI' gives 

,!he~p~~r\~t~;~i):r!Of.\hi' slJ~jcci,'l!IId 

The FSAR may summarize the methods used to analyze staffing and qualification 
)1l~lllil~;lh~:.l"ll!R:EG/QR,6838,n:fcrcncc 
'!~!J;tM;~Il\;';:i~:_.""::;';,.. . ., 

., 
. 

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 resultsL _ sAR"C'6Jfu~lk~~
 
Detailed results may be referenced. Detailed data may be retained and made available -- -\ ilev~ls;';"d"
 - han~g'ing .~ 
for NRC staff audit. \d;ex!"irioncc,':nu;s, staffing 

'., "~nd~irllblcl"ifc..ible . 
'i'SARctiiienl1 :Ci~..-refcr.n;" to Ch..13Added Review Guidance '. -:-Or.:tO"I:iritTOd~,y ~eetions ~y be.an 

" ..apProp~~!e}llle,:"iilive approach: 

Deleted: The FSAR should provide 
the final staffing levels for all 
personnel identified in the above 
scope. 
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C.I.18.6� . Human Reliability Analysis 
INUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.6: NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.7) 

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 risk
important HAs and their associated tasks were identified and addressed Ql.the 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 HSls 
should.be Included. 

C;I.18.7� Human-5ystem Interface Design 
INUREG·0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.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 reguirements 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 desian, and how it reflects 
state-of-the-art HFE principles. This description may consist of summaries that refer to 
separate reports describing objectives. 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 INUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.2l 
• HSI Design Inputs (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8A.1 1 
• Concept of Operations (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.8.4.21 
• Functional Requirement Specification (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8A.3l 
• HSI Concept Design (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.8AAl 
• HSI Detailed Design and Integration (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.8.4.51 
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• 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 I design basis documents 
• Functional requirement (preliminary desiqn) 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 actionsjRegulatory 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 1.1 05} 
• HSls for the emergency response facilities.J&,.TSC & EOFjNUREG-0696}
•:MmJ'iTiUm· invento[y'()ffixed~ositiori.alaFri1s.ContrOlS.and disQlay..§J 

Added Review Guidance 

rnmm:tl!mrtt\i1It{S,I~~sticstrf)iQi~i;n::MOOfgillil 

. I HSI Change Process;. Describe the process, after the plant is in operation, by which (1) 
HSls are modified and updated,(2) temporary HSI changes are made (such as set point 
modification); and (3) operator defined HSls 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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C.1.18.8 Procedure Development 
INUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.A.8: NUREG·0711 rev.2. Sec.9) 

Purpose 

i"~i5 section.of,the',F,SAR may descr:ib,~,howthe p.rocedures p'rograrn addr.ess~s the. 
i@~1M!l!~1~Ref_ifi~sUfl,10,CF.I1;5mBlt~b).(g~.@1 r 
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 

C.I.18.9� Training Program Development 
(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1. Sec.II.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 INUREG-0711 
rev.2, Sec.10.2 & 10.4.1(2» 

•� Organization of Training (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.2) 
•� Learning Objectives (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.1 0.4.3) 
•� Training Program Design (NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.4(1)) 
•� Evaluation ofTraining INUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.10.4.S) 
•� Periodic Retraining Program (NUREG-0711 rev.2. Sec.10.4.6) 

DRAFT WORK-IN-PROGRESS PageG: I.18-9 DATE: June 30, 2006 
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Implementation plans may be contained in referenced reports. Detailed training 
procedures and products may be retained and made available for NRC staff audit. 

Added Review Guidance 

'C.I.18.10 Verification and Validation 
'(NUREG-0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.II.A.10j NUREG·0711 rev.2, Sec,111 

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 plant safety and other operational goals. . 

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:11.4.4) 

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 

C.I.18.11� Design Implementation 
(NUREG-OBOO Ch.1B rev.1. Sec.II.A.11j NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.121 

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 design 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-D711 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 (NUREG
0711 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.) m~3V 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 

C.I.18.12, Human Performance Monitoring 
(NUREG·0800 Ch.18 rev.1, Sec.lI.A.12; NUREG-0711 rev.2, Sec.131 

Purpose 

The purpose of this section of the FSAR is to document that the applicant has prepared 
a human performance monitoring strategy 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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-DG-1145 Overview� 
~~··",,"H""/ -'-',"~t~%inf;gtf.@'~~@' ...._ .... •........ ...._ .... ' , ""�,~WW*f!m'tii='$C',";;V0'~::::::~mr.::f'  

Purpose 
• Provide guidance to potential applicants on� 

format and content for a combined license� 
(COL) application pursuant to 10 CFR 52� 

• COL referencing neither a certified design 
(CD) nor an early site permit (ESP) 

• COL referencing a CD but not an ESP 
• COL referencing a CD and an ESP 

2November 30, 2006 

4 ' 



DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
cL,w"'"c _ 

____.... """""",r ..Wf,;;t*.%~rffiiIDw.zff;&"j,:w;J2*H ~' 

Background and Developmental Basis 

•� Industry guidance for COL applications (NEI 04-01)� 

• NEI 04-01 provided guidance for "base case" COL 
application 

• NRC interactions with external stakeholders identified 
several COL application scenarios 

•� Staff recognized the need for more comprehensive 
guidance for COL applicants 

November 30, 2006 3 
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___.... '*;-fl%N*::!fgit>.'W:.'0t;;";,)l~t@';b  M%t m:;\ ~-'-z::::'.:m.~.:.. mnw;,:'WjNi~~"' ... ... 

Development Basis 

• RG 1.70, "Standard Format and Content of Safety 
Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR 
Edition) 

• Updated SRP revisions (including draft 1996 
updates) 

• Draft NEI 04-01 guidance for COL applications 
• NRC design certification and ESP experience 
• SECY papers and associated SRMs 

November 30, 2006 4 
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-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
"--"iiti~! ~"~~== _______________________~0:ii!:fH{••••••:'tm;.mr;; -'--w--'vt'!••••••• ~!'i@m0~iDl~	 

-':;0:"'''\' .... _ 

Development Basis (cont' d) 

•� Proposed Part 52 rule issued March 13, 2006 (71 
FR 12782) 

•� Monthly public workshops (March 2007 �
September 2007) ~ 500 comments� 

•� All draft work-in-progress sections publicly 
available via NRC's website by June 30, 2006 

•� DG-1145 issued for 45-day public comment� 
period on September 7,2006 (71 FR 52826)� 
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"'m'#i"tm:@~:;>:",,,,,,,,,,~ ,,,,,,..� _ 

·;ww?:::;:;Jt:;;,%::;'::.~.·,.'-'~/~~___________________ti%IM__ _",:«::"_",,, ,,"'r-r"""':';"';0/; 

Format and Structure 
• Part C.I -� guidance for a COL applicant that 

references neither a CD nor an ESP (consistent 
with proposed 10 CFR Part 52.79) 

• Part C.II -� additional technical information 
(consistent with proposed 10 CFR Part 52.80) 

• Part C.III -� COL applicants referencing CDs 
and/or ESPs 

• Part C.IV - Miscellaneous Topics 
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DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
Format and Structure - Part e.1� 

_______________"'''''''' '''~~W'",@ii""'W"'''':·i*'V''Vf::'~d;  >W~;%%«iU%::(  <7\ 

CoLI Introduction and General 
Plant Description* 

CoL2 Site Characteristics 
CoL3 Design of Structures, 

Systems, Components and 
Equipment 

CoL4 Reactor 
CoL5 RCS and Connected Systems 
CoL6 Engineered Safety Features 
Col.7 Instrumentation and Control 
CoL8 Electrical Power 
CoL9 Auxiliary Systems 
CoLIO Stearn and Power 

Conversion System 

Yff",% ~:~\~:;:t:·";;::::::Mimm::::m~':;:R&W@i ~:~tmVig%W}J.Mt,*i><fNiW:~~"_'"''''_''''''A''' .........., ...� 

CoLlI Radioactive Waste 
Management 

CoLl2 Radiation Protection 
CoLl3 Conduct of Operations 
CoLl4 Verification Programs 
CoLl5 Transient and Accident 

Analyses 
CoLl6 Technical Specifications 
CoLl7 Quality Assurance and 

Reliability Assurance 
CoLl8 Human Factors Engineering 
C.lo19 Probabilistic Risk 

Assessment Information and 
Severe Accidents* 
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DG-1145 Overview (cont'd)� 

"W@'sM:::wm:~::::::iW::.W;jif;w;"i::>-;m;;m  .... .... ,. 
UM._W'%S't;4H<:A,~:mm;i::::::m:@!::N:~:::'",:,,<;  

Format and Structure - Part C.II 

C.II.! - Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA)� 

C.II.2 - Inspections, Tests, Analyses, and� 
Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC)� 

C.II.3 - Environmental Report 

November 30,2006 8 
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-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
"",,"'''''''''1'''''''''''''''' _ 

~AWAm%%'amt.'%%iM»',Wf'&"/,/'---'  -"""_""1::::,('" --z-----"H:;/:~- ~:','''-

Format and Structure - Part C.III 
C.III.! - Information Needed for a COL Application 

Referencing a CD (consistent format with C.I) 
C.III.2 - Information Needed for a COL Application 

Referencing a CD and an ESP (consistent format with C.I) 
C.III.3 - Finality of an EIS Associated with an ESP 
C.III.4 - COL Action Items 
C.III.5 - Design Acceptance Criteria 
C.III.6 - COL Application Timing 
C.III.7 - ITAAC for COL Applications Referencing a CD 

and/or an ESP 
November 30, 2006 9 
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•••·.·'*'" '~i'8}fw.,~:::V:::~ ?", WM: ;jM:$ .. ;,,%'%t~tYiWmm1mm' _ _______________"'1m_~~£,kl:h;(1t*,,*"m~!%~~!m%lw· 


Format and Structure - Part C.IV� 
C.IV.1 - COL Application Acceptance Review Checklist 
C.IV.2 - Submittal Guidance for COLs 
C.IV.3 - General Description of Change Process 
C.IV.4 - Operational Programs 
C.IV.5 - General and Financial Information 
C.IV.6 - Limited Work Authorizations and Site Redress Plan 
C.IV.7 - Pre-Application Activities 
C.IV.8 - Generic Issues 
C.IV.9 - deleted 
C.IV.10 - Regulatory Treatment ofNon-Safety Systems (RTNSS) 
C.IV.11 - relocated to App. 1 (responses to public workshop questions) 
C.IV.12 - Applicability of Industry Guidance 
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-DG-1145 Overview (cont'd) 
,·,t·;;);:'*'ai%'\V@@;w~;if::m;:: • ___________________."', ;;;'0WMWi%/ m''':''� ,'.·.·.,b'·' Z···,

p;v.%''&~~t:;,  ~'mw;::;%:;  

Status 
•� Comment period on DG-1145 closed on October 23, 2006 
•� Approximately 700 total comments received 
•� Staff is currently working to resolve public comments and 

revise DG-1145, as appropriate 
•� Process in place to ensure consistency between DG-1145 

and the SRP and Reg. Guide updates 
•� Plan to publish DG-1145 final as RG 1.206 following 

incorporation ofpublic comments and final issuance of the 
Part 52 rule 

•� Staff considering additional public forums to update 
external stakeholders on RG 1.206 prior to publication 
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DG-1145 Overview (cont'd)� 
_~"",  '=''''''='''w==''= __

----------u-'~'-p  "=_=" 

: New Reactor Licensing Infrastructure Timeline 
09f20f20(lf:, 

Energy Policy Proposed Pt 52 Final Pt 52 Rule to Revision to SRP 
Act 2005 Rule issued Commission & RGs "in effect" 

8105 3106 10106 3107 

Proposed Pt 52 Work-in-Progress Final Pt 52 Rule & Anticipated COL 
to Corrmission COlRG COlRG Applications begin 

11/05 6/06 1107 9107 

6.05 12107 

001145 for 
comment 

9106 
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September 1, 2006

MEMORANDUM TO: John T. Larkins, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste

FROM: David B. Matthews, Director
Division of New Reactor Licensing /RA/ Tom Bergman for
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT REGULATORY GUIDE DG-1145
“COMBINED LICENSE APPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR POWER
PLANTS (LWR EDITION)” 

The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit the enclosed draft Regulatory Guide DG-1145,
“Combined License Applications for Nuclear Power Plants (LWR Edition),” to the ACRS in
support of its upcoming review.  This draft Regulatory Guide was made publicly available on
September 1, 2006 on the NRC website and the 45 day public comment period will officially
begin on September 6, 2006, upon posting in the Federal Register.

A presentation of DG-1145 to the ACRS has been previously scheduled for the December 2006
meeting so that DG-1145 technical content, public comments, and public comment resolution
can be summarized and discussed.  The current transmittal is provided to allow initial ACRS
review in order to identify technical topics that could be discussed in more detail prior to the
December meeting.  Staff is available either during or after the public comment period to
support in-depth technical discussions contained in DG-1145 on selected topics.  

The purpose of DG-1145 is to provide guidance regarding the information to be submitted in a
Combined License (COL) application for a nuclear power plant.  As such, this guide is intended
to address many, albeit not all, of the application options allowed by the Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 10, Part 52.  Although a COL applicant is not required to conform to this
guidance, its use will facilitate both the applicant’s preparation of a COL application and timely
review of the application by the staff of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.  

Please contact Robert Tregoning at 301-415-6657, with any questions concerning DG-1145
and to schedule any additional ACRS meetings on this subject. 

Enclosure: 
Draft DG-1145 (ML061800499)
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Document Date: 09/01/2006
Title: DG-1145, Section C.I.3.  Design of Structures, Systems, Components, and
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Document Date: 09/01/2006
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