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NUCLEAR ENERGY INSTITUTE (NEI) 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT NRC-SFST OFFICE INSTRUCTION 

SFST-14, “ACCEPTANCE REVIEW PROCESS” 
 

NO. OI SFST-14 
SECTION COMMENT 

1 General a) Industry recommends that the technical acceptance review be 
performed by or reviewed by experienced SFST technical 
reviewers.  
b) Industry recommends adding a glossary, to include definitions 
of the following: Acceptance Review, Readily Available 
Information, and Information Sufficiency (or Insufficiency). 
c) Industry recommends adding instructions to clearly establish a 
distinction between reviewer requests for supplemental 
information to make the application complete and requests that 
more appropriately should be part of an RAI.    

2 2, 2nd para. The 60-day limit for acceptance reviews is appropriate for the 
more complex applications. Thirty days or less should be 
suggested as a goal for non-complex applications.  

3 2, 3rd para. The first sentence states that an acceptance review can obviate 
the need for a second round of RAIs.  We believe that the 
acceptance review is unrelated to whether a second round of RAIs 
is needed. The acceptance review can obviate certain first round 
RAIs that identify missing information or other elements of an 
incomplete application.  The need for second round RAIs should 
be solely based on the adequacy of the response by the applicant 
to first round RAIs.  There should be no second round RAIs that 
are based on new areas of review. For example, if a first round 
RAI response included a new analysis, then a second round RAI 
may be required pertaining to that analysis, but no RAIs related 
to new issues should be required at that point because a complete 
review of the application should have been performed in creating 
the first round of RAIs.  

4 4.1, 1st para. The third sentence implies that an application not containing 
“entire analyses/calculations or unjustified use of unapproved 
methodologies” may be considered unacceptable. The regulations 
do not require analyses/calculations to be submitted and the 
appropriateness of the use of previously unapproved 
methodologies can only be determined through the detailed staff 
technical review, not the acceptance review. This statement 
should be deleted or clarified.  
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5 5 
 

App. B: 1.3.2, 
2.0, 3rd para., 

and 3.0 
 

Appendix C 

a) Clarification is required in these sections as to when the 
application is considered received by the staff.  Is it when SFST 
receives it (typically via electronic means), when it is entered into 
the internal NRC ADAMS system, when it is available in the 
public ADAMS system, or some other milestone?  Section 2.0 in 
particular states that the acceptance review may not begin until 
an ADAMS accession number is received.  These milestones and 
their definitions should be included in the flow chart in Appendix 
E.  
b) It should also be made clear that if requests for supplemental 
information (RSIs) are generated by staff and responded to by the 
applicant, the application-receipt-date is not affected by these 
events. 

6 5, 3rd para. Add “if applicable” at the end of the 2nd sentence.  
7 10 a) Regulatory Guides 3.48, 3.61, and 7.9 are significantly out of 

date and generally not used by applicants.  For example, the SAR 
chapter numbers and content in RG 3.61 do not align with 
NUREG-1536.  Instead, applicants use the SFST SRPs in 
developing their SARs. We suggest replacing these RGs with 
NUREGs 1536, 1567, and 1617.  
b) The following generic communications may be appropriate to 
add to the reference section: RIS 2004-11; RIS 2004-20; RIS 2005-
27, Rev. 1; RIS 2005-31; and RIS 2007-09.  

8 App. B, 1.0, 3rd 
para. 

The third sentence implies that an application not containing 
analyses and/or calculations may be considered unacceptable. The 
regulations do not require analyses/calculations to be submitted.  
Please clarify this statement to reflect the need to submit 
adequate summaries of analyses and calculations important to 
the safety basis of the application in the SAR.  

9 App. B, 1.0, 5th 
para. 

Should SFST have as a stated goal of the acceptance review 
process “zero RAIs” or should it be “an application that is 
complete and acceptable for review without supplementation”?  

10 App. B, 1.3.2 The guidance on electronic submittals is easily found, but not for 
hard copy submittals. Can a link be included in this section for 
that guidance?  

11 App. B, 1.3.3 The type and amount of supplemental information required can 
vary widely. We suggest not including a specific time frame of 15 
days for this supplemental information to be provided.  The time 
frame should be agreed upon between the applicant and the SFST 
PM on a case-specific basis.  

12 App. B, 2.0, 4th 
para. 

a) Please clarify whether this means an electronic submittal or an 
electronic copy of a hard-copy submittal.  
b) Should the electronic copy be provided to both the Document 
Control Desk and the SFST PM?  

13 App. B, 3.0 The 2nd and 3rd paragraphs appear to be better suited for Section 
2.0. Consider relocating them there.  
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14 App. B, 3.1.1 Administrative Criteria: 
a) It would be a clearer presentation of the information to list 
items ‘a’ through ‘g’ in a list format rather than embedded in the 
paragraph.  
b) In item ‘g’, please clarify the intent of requesting SAR update 
instructions, the extent to which SAR pages must be provided, 
and the baseline FSAR to which they apply. Is it the latest 
revision submitted under 10 CFR 72.248 or may another version 
be submitted that may include additional changes such as those 
made under 10 CFR 72.48?  See also Comment ‘c’ below. 
c) NRC staff may wish to reconsider having applicants submit 
SAR pages with the application on a mandatory basis. This could 
streamline their review.  (Some site specific license holders do not 
currently submit FSAR change pages with their Part 72 
amendment applications.)  
Under the NRR LAR process suggested in NEI 06-02, applicants 
describe and justify the proposed changes uniquely in the 
application without introducing the formality of fitting the 
information into the FSAR format or submitting SAR change 
pages.  After the Part 50 amendment is approved, the licensee 
updates the FSAR appropriately to include changes resulting 
from the amendment.  SFST may want to consider adopting this 
same approach to better focus the technical staff review on the 
content of the information rather than the format.  
d) Please provide instructions clarifying NRC’s expectations on 
the timing for applicants to provide non-proprietary versions of 
proprietary documents submitted with the application and how 
that would factor into the acceptance review. 

15 App. B, 3.1.1 Use of Approved Guidance: 
a) Please clarify the meaning of the statement “unapproved 
guidance not yet approved by the NRC.” Do you mean codes and 
standards approved by the authoring body but not endorsed by 
the NRC? Because SFST does not formally approve ASME Code 
Cases as in Part 50, it is unclear how applicants can, or should 
use approved ASME Code Cases, interpretations, etc.  
b) The instructions should include clear guidance for the staff 
that new or revised review guidance, such as ISGs, that are still 
unapproved not be used as a basis for the acceptance review.  
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16 App. B, 3.1.1 Additional Criteria: 
a) The instructions state that the applicant “must demonstrate 
that there are special circumstances present that justify the use 
of the alternative.”  This in an inappropriate criterion for use of 
an alternative to guidance and should be deleted.  Applicants are 
free to offer proposed alternatives to guidance for any reason and 
justify them appropriately.  
b) The instructions refer to the applicant not having an NRC-
approved QA program.  New applicants may not have an NRC-
approved QA program.  A request for that approval may be part 
of the application, which should not render the application 
unacceptable for review.  (Also applies to Administrative Example 
No. 3)  

17 App. B, 3.1.1 Dependent/Linked RLAs:  
Please clarify “approval of other RLAs currently under review.”  
Does “approval” mean issuance of the draft CoC and preliminary 
SER by SFST or the completion of rulemaking?  

18 App. B, 3.1.2 Completeness of Scope: 
a) The instructions imply computer code input and output files 
are required to be submitted.  This is not consistent with the 
NRC’s review being an audit review.  The regulations require 
adequate, summary-level information to be submitted to permit 
NRC to make a safety judgment.  Submittal of input/output files 
should be discretionary and not submitting them with the 
application should not be a criterion for the staff reviewer to 
decide whether the applicant is complete.   
b) There is vagueness in stating what documents the reviewer is 
using to determine whether the application is complete. Perhaps 
a listing of possible documents would be appropriate (i.e., SRP, 
ISG, regulation, Reg. Guide, etc.)  

19 App. B, 3.1.2 Regulatory Basis: 
a) The instructions state that the reviewer determine whether the 
“applicable regulations and criteria are properly applied.”  
Application of the regulations and criteria would be the object of 
the technical review, not the acceptance review.  We suggest 
changing “properly applied” to “properly identified.”  
b) The instructions state that meeting guidance criteria is not a 
regulatory requirement.  We believe this should also be clearly 
stated in Section 2, “General Requirements” as a fundamental 
principal the reviewers must adhere to, to avoid RAIs where 
guidance is presented as requirements.  
c) Please provide an example or two of “specific review standards 
for RLAs.”  



Enclosure 

5 of 7 

NO. OI SFST-14 
SECTION COMMENT 

20 App. B, 3.1.2 Use of Approved Guidance: 
This section is included in both Section 3.1.1 (for PMs) and 3.1.2 
(for technical staff).  Please clarify the respective scopes of review 
in this common area between the two groups.  

21 App. B, 3.1.2 Use of Precedent: 
a) The instructions state that “staff determination for the use of a 
precedent may be influenced by new knowledge and information 
that were not available in the past.” This statement must be 
presented in the context of safety significance for two reasons:  1) 
New or different information may or may not be relevant or 
required to be considered in the review unless a safety nexus is 
identified.  An example would be the use of the latest computer 
code.  Unless a safety-significant error is discovered in a previous 
code version, applicants are not required to update to the latest 
code version. 2) NRC could bring into question the validity of 
their own past SERs approving previous licensing actions.  
b) In the 9th sentence, we suggest the following clarifications: Add 
“or section” after “page” and add “whichever best helps the Staff 
to locate the information” at the end of the sentence.  

22 App. B, 3.1.3 “Have proposed alternatives…”: It is implied in this paragraph 
that a complex alternative could be a reason for calling the 
application unacceptable. Complexity can affect the review 
duration, but not acceptability of the application.  This should be 
clarified.  

23 App. B, 3.1.3 “Identification of Dependencies…”: The applicant should also be 
responsible for identifying any known dependencies among 
concurrent submittals in the context of assumptions made 
pertaining to the successful approval of an in-process amendment 
request.  

24 App. B, 3.1.3 The term “poor quality RLA” should be defined to some extent to 
assure a mutual understanding of what is truly a poor quality 
application and what is simply a difference in expectations 
between NRC and the applicant in the content and level of detail 
contained in an application. As it stands this term is highly 
subjective.   

25 App. B, 4.2, 4th 
para. 

In the 3rd sentence the guidance states “…(or the information to 
be submitted is unlikely to be responsive to the NRC staff’s 
concerns)…”  This statement implies that the staff is pre-judging 
the merits of information not yet submitted.  This parenthetical 
statement should be deleted. 

26 App. B, 5.0, 
last para. 

The first sentence of this paragraph is not clear and appears to 
have a grammatical error after “RLAs.” Can you clarify?  
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27 Sample 
Acceptance 

Letter 

The sample letter provides for establishing a date for issuing the 
first RAI. It should also include estimated dates for the vendor 
RAI response, draft SER/CoC, second RAI and response (if 
necessary) and rulemaking. We understand that the latter dates 
would be speculative.  

28 App. D a) In general, there are several examples of vague wording (e.g., 
“relatively straightforward”) and unclear applicability in the 
examples (i.e., does it apply to a storage or transport application?) 
that could be improved.  
b) There are no examples for confinement, only containment. 
They have different criteria and should be addressed separately.  

29 Shielding 
Example 1 

Again, the instruction implies the application must submit 
detailed computer input files. This extends the NRC review from 
an audit review to a detailed calculation validation and 
confirmation that the applicant is using the computer code 
appropriately. These are activities adequately governed by the 
applicant’s QA program.   NRC can always perform their own 
independent calculations as part of the review or conduct an 
inspection of the applicant’s QA program implementation. 
Applicants are only required to summarize the key inputs, 
modeling assumptions, and results in the SAR.  

30 Shielding 
Example 2 

The specific example used is not appropriate because a) it gives 
the reviewer technical review guidance rather than acceptance 
review guidance and b) the example contradicts previous NRC-
approved RLAs that have successfully extrapolated computer 
codes beyond their formal validation range. This example would 
be more appropriate if it were modified by removing all references 
to specific burnup values and additional safety margin. In 
addition, it is suggested that the criteria be slightly modified to 
read as follows: “Discussion of computer code validation for the 
specified range of fuel burnup not provided.” This change is 
proposed because the acceptance review should only be used to 
determine if the appropriate information is provided, not if that 
information is technically acceptable. 

31 Structural 
Example No. 2 

a) The “Situation” simply states that the applicant has applied for 
approval to store high burnup fuel and it is considered 
unacceptable for review.  This is incorrect as applicants are 
permitted to request approval for storage of high burnup fuel.  
Please delete this example or revise the “Situation” to clearly 
describe the problem causing the application to be unacceptable. 
b) The “May be Acceptable” section of this example states that 
calculations must be submitted.  The regulations do not require 
the submittal of calculations.  Calculations only need to be 
appropriately summarized in the SAR. 
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32 Thermal 
Example No. 3 

This example seems to imply that 2-D modeling could not be used 
in certain circumstances, notwithstanding the level of 
conservatism imparted in the model.  In certain cases (e.g., low 
heat load cases) it is possible to create a 2-D model with 
sufficiently conservative inputs and assumptions to allow use of 
less precise, less time-intensive 2-D modeling techniques and still 
create a bounding model.  

33 Various Editorial errors: 
a) p. 16, 2nd paragraph: Add “Additional” after “for.” 
b) p. 17, 3rd full paragraph: Change “a acceptance review” to “an 
acceptance review.” 
c) p.21, “Dependent/Linked RLAs”: Add “be” between “may” and 
“possible.” 
d) p. 22, 5th line from bottom: Delete “to.” 
e) p. 38, Example 2: Change “s” to “is.”  
f) p. 38, Example 3: Delete “have” 
g) p. 39, 2nd paragraph: Change “CFT” to “CFR.” 
h) p. 41, 1st paragraph: Change “has” to “have.” 
i) p. 44, Example 2, ‘Situation’: 2nd sentence should begin “It is 
well known…”  
j) p. 46, Second ITC question: Change “Does” to “Do” 
k) p. 46, last sentence: Change “other consider” to “consider 
other.” 

 


