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During its 578th meeting, December 2-4, 2010, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 
(ACRS) discussed several matters and completed the following reports and memoranda: 
 
REPORTS 
 
Reports to Gregory B. Jaczko, Chairman, NRC, from Said Abdel-Khalik, Chairman, ACRS: 
 

• Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the License Renewal Application for the 
Kewaunee Power Station, dated January 7, 2011  
 

• Report on the Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Amendment to the 
AP1000 Design Control Document, dated December 13, 2010 

 
• Long-Term Core Cooling for the Westinghouse AP1000 Pressurized Water Reactor, 

dated December 20, 2010 
 

• Safety Culture Policy Statement, dated December 15, 2010 
 

MEMORANDA 
 
Memoranda to R. W. Borchardt, Executive Director for Operations, NRC, from Edwin M. 
Hackett, Executive Director, ACRS: 
 

• Draft Final Regulatory Guides 3.12, 3.71, 4.16, and 5.80, dated December 8, 2010 
 

• ACRS Review of Updates to 10 CFR 50.55a, “Codes and Standards,” dated December 
15, 2010 

 
 
 
 
 



 
MINUTES OF THE 578th MEETING OF THE 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 
 

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 
 
 
The 578th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) was held in 
Conference Room 2B3, Two White Flint North Building, Rockville, Maryland, on December 2-4, 
2010.  Notice of this meeting was published in the Federal Register on Friday, November 26, 
2010 (72 FR 72844-72845) (Appendix I).  The purpose of this meeting was to discuss and take 
appropriate action on the items listed in the meeting schedule and outline (Appendix II).  The 
meeting was open to public attendance. 
 
A transcript of selected portions of the meeting is available in the NRC's Public Document Room 
at One White Flint North, Room 1F-19, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland.  Copies of 
the transcript are available for purchase from Neal R. Gross and Co., Inc., 1323 Rhode Island 
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20005.  Transcripts are also available at no cost to download 
from, or review on, the Internet at http://www.nrc.gov/ACRS/ACNW. 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
ACRS Members:  Dr. Said Abdel-Khalik (Chairman), Dr. J. Sam Armijo (Vice-Chairman),  
Mr. John Stetkar (Member-at-Large), Dr. Sanjoy Banerjee, Dr. Dennis Bley, Mr. Charles Brown, 
Dr. Michael Corradini, Dr. Dana A. Powers, Mr. Harold Ray, Dr. Michael Ryan, Dr. William 
Shack, and Mr. John Sieber.  For a list of other attendees see Appendix III. 
 
I. Chairman's Report (Open) 
 
[Note:  Mr. Edwin Hackett was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting.] 
 
Dr. Said Abdel-Khalik, Committee Chairman, convened the meeting at 8:30 a.m.  In his opening 
remarks he announced that the meeting was being conducted in accordance with the provisions 
of the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  He reviewed the agenda items for discussion and 
noted that no written comments or requests for time to make oral statements from members of 
the public had been received.  Dr. Abdel-Khalik also noted that a transcript of the open portions 
of the meeting was being kept and speakers were requested to identify themselves and speak 
with clarity and volume.   
 
Items of interest that noted were Dr. Mario Bonaca will be retiring from ACRS at the end of his 
current term on January 6, 2011.  Dr. Bonaca has served on the Committee since 1999.  He 
served as ACRS Chairman from 2003 to 2004, and then again in 2009. Dr. Bonaca has made 
numerous significant and lastly contributions to ACRS reviews, especially in the areas of plant 
license renewal, power uprates, and safeguards and security.  Mr. Neil Coleman will be retiring 
at the end of December 2010.  He is a veteran of the U.S. Navy with more than 32 years of 
federal service.  He began his NRC career in the Office of Nuclear Materials and Safeguards in  
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1983, and joined the ACRS/ACNW Office in 2002 as a Senior Staff Scientist.  He supported the 
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste in reviews of radiation protection, Yucca Mountain Site 
Characterization, and site decommissioning. Since 2008, he has worked with the ACRS Staff 
supporting the Siting, the US APWR, and the Radiation Protection and Nuclear Materials 
Subcommittees. 
 
II. Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the License Renewal Application for the 

Kewaunee Power Station 
 
[Note:  Mr. Kent Howard was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting.] 
 
The Committee met with representatives of the NRC staff and Dominion Energy Kewaunee 
(DEK or the applicant) to discuss the staff’s final Safety Evaluation Report (SER) related to the 
license renewal application for the Kewaunee Power Station (KPS).  The presentations by the 
applicant and the NRC staff were primarily centered on efforts to resolve four open items 
identified in the draft SER issued July 2010 and emergent items that were not included in the 
revised SER issued November 2010.  The open items were related to the use of FatigueProTM 

software in metal fatigue calculations, the potential for primary water stress corrosion cracking 
(PWSCC) in nickel alloy steam generator divider plates, recent operating experience regarding 
leakage in buried and underground piping and tanks, and the adequacy of the Work Control 
Process Program.  The emergent items were related to recent operating experience regarding 
failure of low voltage inaccessible cables exposed to moisture PWSCC in steam generator tube-
to-tubesheet welds, the most limiting component for environmentally assisted fatigue 
evaluations, and ASME Class 1 small bore piping socket weld inspections.  The staff concluded 
that the applicant’s programs and commitments are adequate to close the open and emergent 
items and that the requirements of 10 CFR 54.29(a) have been met. 
 
The Committee requested that the staff provide the final SER describing the resolution of the 
emergent items discussed during the meeting.  Upon review of the final SER, the Committee 
issued a report to the NRC Chairman on this matter dated January 7, 2011, recommending that 
the application for renewal of the operating license of the Kewaunee Power Station be 
approved. 
 
III. Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Amendment to the AP1000 Design 

Control Document 
 
[Note:  Mr. Weidong Wang was the Designated Federal Office for this portion of the meeting.] 
 
The Committee met with representatives of the NRC staff and Westinghouse Electric Company 
(WEC) to discuss the AP1000 Design Certification Amendment (DCA) application.  The staff 
discussed the application and the safety evaluation review process.  The AP1000 design control 
document (DCD) Revision 17 was submitted in September 2008.  During the period from 2008 
to 2010, numerous AP1000 Subcommittee meetings were held reviewing the DCD amendment 
and related technical reports.  The staff adopted a six-phase review process, with individual 
chapters of the staff’s SER being provided for ACRS review.  WEC representatives provided an 
overview of the AP1000 design, summarized the rulemaking history, and described the reasons 
for the amendment application.  The objectives of the amendment were to increase plant 
standardization, broaden site applicability, and modify the shield building design to meet aircraft  
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impact and seismic requirements.  WEC also resolved combined license (COL) information 
items and closed some design acceptance criteria (DAC) items.  Numerous instrumentation and 
control changes were made to reflect design evolution, such as addition of a reactor trip 
function, implementation of a rod withdrawal prohibit, and modification of the containment  
isolation logic for the Component Cooling System.  Other changes were associated with the 
integrated head package, reduction in head penetrations, reactor vessel flow skirt, reactor 
coolant pump, reactor vessel supports, containment vessel vacuum relief, and main control 
room passive filtration system. The new shield building uses a modular, steel concrete 
composite (SC) structure, replacing the existing reinforced concrete (RC) design.  The redesign 
reduces passive heat removal air flow and affects seismic, aircraft impact, and other loading 
analyses.  A member of the staff presented a non-concurrence on the use of brittle structural 
modules in the SC wall of the shield building.   
 
The Committee issued a letter to the NRC Chairman on this matter dated December 13, 2010, 
concluding that there is reasonable assurance that the revised design can be built and operated 
without undue risk to the health and safety of the public.  This conclusion is contingent on the 
results of reviews of the aircraft impact assessment and long-term core cooling which will be 
discussed in separate letters.  This conclusion also relies in part on information and 
commitments provided by WEC during our meetings which have not yet been confirmed to be 
included in the DCA application.  Two ACRS members provided additional comments regarding 
requiring operational testing of the AP1000 automatic depressurization system (ADS), ADS-4 
squib valves. 
 
III.  Long-Term Core Cooling for the Westinghouse AP1000 Pressurized Water Reactor  
 
[Note:  Mr. Weidong Wang was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting.] 
 
The Committee met with representatives of the NRC staff and WEC to discuss the long-term 
core cooling (LTC) approach for the revised AP1000 design, WEC presented the resolution of 
issues associated with debris generation, which is a key safety issue for pressurized water 
reactors related to Generic Safety Issue (GSI)-191, “Assessment of Debris Accumulation on 
PWR Sump Performance.”  WEC summarized the AP1000 post-loss of coolant accident (LOCA) 
long-term cooling operation using passive systems.  The AP1000 design greatly reduced post-
LOCA debris sources.  Since the AP1000 recirculation flow occurs by natural circulation with no 
active pumps, the gravity head available for driving the flow through the core is limited.  
Additionally, most of the possible LOCA locations will become flooded, allowing debris to enter 
the reactor coolant system without passing through screens.  Hence, any potential problems 
with LTC would primarily be due to flow blockage in the core.  WEC performed analyses using 
the WCOBRA/TRAC code to set acceptance criteria for core cooling.  WEC presented fuel 
assembly test results that demonstrate that the AP1000 design meets the acceptance criteria 
derived from the WCOBRA/TRAC calculations.  WEC also presented new LTC analysis 
requested by the ACRS during the November 4, 2010, ACRS Full Committee meeting. The new 
results showed that AP1000 can tolerate significantly higher fuel inlet pressure loss due to 
debris resistance.  
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The Committee issued a letter to the NRC Chairman on this matter dated December 20, 2010, 
concluding that the regulatory requirements for long-term core cooling for design basis 
accidents have been met, and the issue is closed for the AP1000 design.  This conclusion is 
based on the cleanliness requirements specified in the amendment.  Any future proposed 
relaxation of these requirements will require substantial additional data and analysis. 
 
Safety Culture Policy Statement 
 
[Note:  Mr. Derek Widmayer was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting.] 
 
The Committee met with representatives of the NRC staff to discuss the Draft Final Safety 
Culture Policy Statement.  The staff described the process, which involved workshops 
composed of various stakeholders, to develop the definition and traits of a positive safety culture 
that is included in the Policy Statement.  The staff presented the results of the workshops and 
briefly discussed industry studies supporting the workshop results.  The staff discussed the 
basis for leaving “security” out of the definition and traits of safety culture, while including it as a 
principle objective in the preamble to the statement of policy to be published in the Federal 
Register.   
 
The Committee issued a letter to the NRC Chairman on this matter dated December 15, 2010, 
concluding that the proposed Safety Culture Policy Statement is responsive to the February 25, 
2008, Staff Requirements Memorandum and that the proposed definition of safety culture and 
its associated traits describe a positive nuclear safety culture.  The Committee recommended 
that implementation of the Policy Statement should allow the flexibility needed to address the 
safety significance and broad spectrum of technologies within its framework.  Three ACRS 
members provided additional comments citing their views that efforts to implement the Safety 
Culture Policy Statement should be deferred until there is objective evidence that the traits that 
staff has identified can be measured and demonstrated to improve safety performance in cost 
effective ways.  
 
VI. Election of Officers 
 
During the December meeting the Committee elected the Officers for 2011.  Said Abdel-Khalik 
was re-elected as Chairman, as well as, Sam Armijo as Vice-Chairman, and John Stetkar as 
Member-at-Large. 
 
VII. Executive Session 
 
[Note:  Mr. Edwin Hackett was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting.] 
 
 A. Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations/EDO Commitments 
 

• The Committee considered the EDO’s response of November 22, 2010, to conclusions 
and recommendations included in the October 20, 2010, ACRS report on the safety 
aspects of the General Electric-Hitachi (GEH) application for certification of the 
Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (ESBWR) design.  The Committee decided 
that it was satisfied with the EDO’s response.    
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• The Committee considered the EDO's response of October 27, 2010, to conclusions and 
recommendations included in the September 20, 2010, ACRS report regarding the 
South Texas Project Nuclear Operating Company application to amend the certified 
Advanced Boiling Water Reactor (ABWR) design to address the Aircraft Impact  
 

• Assessment (AIA) Rule.  The Committee decided that it was satisfied with the EDO 
response.  The staff stated that they are documenting lessons-learned as a result of the 
initial AIA inspections and incorporating them into subsequent inspections.  The staff 
plans to communicate their lessons-learned to the industry and to update the AIA 
guidance documents and inspection procedure in 2011.   

 
OTHER COMMITTEE DECISIONS 
 
Other Committee decisions were conveyed to the Executive Director for Operations via 
memoranda from Edwin M. Hackett. 
 
1. The Committee has no objection to the staff’s proposal to issue these Regulatory Guides as 

final.   
 

• Draft Final Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 3.12 (DG-3034), “General Design Guide for 
Ventilation Systems of Plutonium Processing and Fuel Fabrication Plants” 

 
• Draft Final Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 3.71 (DG-3030), “Nuclear Criticality Safety 

Standards for Fuels and Material Facilities” 
 

• Draft Final Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 4.16 (DG-4017), “Monitoring and Reporting 
Radioactive Materials in Liquid and Gaseous Effluents from Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Facilities” 
 

• Draft Final Regulatory Guide 5.80 (DG-5029), “Pressure-Sensitive and Tamper-
Indicating Device Seals for Material Control and Accounting of Special Nuclear Material” 

 
2. The Committee proposed a new process for its review of updates to 10 CFR 50.55a, 
 “Codes and Standards,” that would improve the efficiency of routine, non-controversial, 
 rulemakings. 
 
 B. Report of the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee Meeting 

 
 Anticipated Workload for ACRS Members  
 

The anticipated workload for the ACRS members through March 2011 was discussed 
and the objectives were to:  

 
• Review the reasons for the scheduling of each activity and the expected work 

product and to make changes, as appropriate 
• Manage the members= workload for these meetings 
• Plan and schedule items for ACRS discussion of topical and emerging issues 
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Addition of an Extra Full Committee Meeting in January 2011 
 
During last month’s P&P, the Committee decided to add a full committee meeting in January 
2011 as a way of tackling the heavy workload in front of the ACRS.  Page 11 shows the revised 
2011 ACRS calendar with the proposed dates for the subcommittee and full committee 
meetings. 
 
Regulatory Guides 
 

a) Draft Final Regulatory Guides 
 
The staff plans to issue the following Draft Final Regulatory Guide and would like to know 
whether the Committee wants to review this Guide prior to being issued final. 

 
• Draft Final Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 3.12, "General Design Guide for Ventilation 

Systems of Plutonium Processing and Fuel Fabrication Plants" 
 
In June 2008, the ACRS issued a memorandum approving the release for public 
comment of a proposed Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 3.12.  Issued as DG-3034, the 
public comment period closed on October 1, 2008.  Only one set of comments was 
provided by NEI and these were mostly editorial.  Regulatory Guide 3.12 was first issued 
in August 1973 to provide guidance for facilities processing plutonium.  Since that time, 
there have been few commercial facility applications for plutonium processing and fuel 
fabrication.  At this time, the NRC is licensing a mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility for 
use in processing surplus weapons materials, and it is expected that, in the future, 
additional facilities may be proposed for licensing.  These future facilities may be either 
commercial facilities or facilities licensed through the U.S. Department of Energy’s 
Global Nuclear Energy Partnership.  In 2000, the NRC made significant regulatory 
changes to 10 CFR Part 70 that require applicants to prepare Integrated Safety 
Assessments (ISAs), which are systematic evaluations of nuclear facility hazards using 
risk-informed approaches.  In addition, new industry consensus standards are available 
that update previous guidance reflecting new experiences and state-of-the-art 
equipment. 
 
Based on his review, Dr. Powers recommended that the Committee not review the draft 
final revision to this Guide. 

 
• Draft Final Regulatory Guide 3.71, "Nuclear Criticality Safety Standards for Fuels and 

Material Facilities" 
 
In July 2010, the ACRS issued a memorandum approving the release for public 
comment of a proposed Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 3.71.  Issued as DG-3030, the 
public comment period closed on September 29, 2010.  Regulatory Guide 3.71,  
Revision 1 was issued in October 2005 describing acceptable procedures for preventing 
nuclear criticality accidents in operations that involve handling, processing, storing,  



-7- 
 
and/or transporting special nuclear material at fuel and material facilities.  The guidance 
is being revised to update the list of American Nuclear Standards Institute (ANSI)/ 
American Nuclear Society (ANS) standards the staff finds acceptable for demonstrating 
compliance with the regulatory requirements of 10 CFR 70.20, 70.22, and 76.87.  More 
specifically, the guide endorses nuclear criticality safety standards developed by the 
ANS' Standards Subcommittee 8 (ANS-8), "Operations with Fissionable Materials 
outside Reactors.” 
 
Based on his review, Dr. Ryan recommends that the Committee not review the draft final 
revision to this Guide. 

 
• Draft Final Regulatory Guide 4.16, "Monitoring and Reporting Radioactive Materials in 

Liquid and Gaseous Effluents from Nuclear Fuel Cycle Facilities" 
 
In September 2009, the ACRS issued a memorandum approving the release for public 
comment of a proposed Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide 4.16.  Issued as DG-4017, the 
public comment period closed on April 5, 2010.  Regulatory Guide 4.16, Revision1, was 
issued in December 1985 describing acceptable methods for developing effluent 
monitoring programs in license applications and for monitoring and reporting effluent 
data by licensees.  The guidance is being revised to make it compatible with the 
American National Standards Institute/Health Physics Society Standard N13.1-1999, 
"Sampling and Monitoring Releases of Airborne Radioactive Substances from the Stacks 
and Ducts of Nuclear Facilities," to endorse the data quality objectives (DQO) process to 
establish quality assurance, and to request licensees to report on total uncertainty.  The 
majority of public comments indicated a significant amount of effort required by a 
licensee in order to follow the new Standards.  The staff believes the proposed guidance 
is consistent with accepted industry practice or with guidance already established by the 
NRC so, no significant change was made. 
 
Based on his review, Dr. Ryan recommends that the Committee not review the draft final 
revision to this Guide. 

 
• Draft Final Regulatory Guide 5.80, "Pressure-Sensitive and Tamper-Indicating Device 

Seals for Material Control and Accounting of Special Nuclear Material" 
 
In July 2009, the ACRS issued a memorandum approving the release for public 
comment of a proposed Regulatory Guide 5.80.  Issued as DG-5029, the public 
comment period closed on October 13, 2009.  The new guide is the combination of 
Regulatory Guides 5.10, "Selection and Use of Pressure Sensitive Seals on Containers 
for Onsite Storage of Special Nuclear Material," issued in July 1973, and 5.15, "Tamper-
Indicating Seals for the Protection and Control of Special Nuclear Material," issued in 
March 1997.  Staff received several comments which resulted in the staff providing some 
minor enhancements to clarify some of the language in the proposed guide.  There were 
no significant changes in the regulatory positions. 
 
Based on his review, Dr. Ryan recommends that the Committee not review the draft final 
revision to this Guide. 
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Election of Officers for CY 2011 
 
During its December 2010 meeting, the Committee will elect Chairman and Vice Chairman for 
the ACRS and Member-at-Large for the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee.  Section 8.4 
of the ACRS Bylaws state the following: 
 

A member may withdraw his name from consideration by written notice to 
the ACRS Executive Director, no later than two weeks before the election. 

 
Accordingly, during the November ACRS meeting it was requested that those members who do 
not wish to be considered for all or any of the Offices inform the ACRS Executive Director in 
writing by November 19, 2010. The members who have withdrawn their names from 
consideration will be provided by the ACRS Executive Director during the meeting. 
 
Changes to the Subcommittee Structure 
 
The following changes have been made to the current ACRS Subcommittee Structure [p. 12]: 
 

Sam Armijo 
• will be added as a member of the Naval Reactors, and the Plant License Renewal 

Subcommittees 
 

Charlie Brown 
• will be added as a member of the ABWR; the AP1000; and the Safeguards & Security 

Subcommittees 
• will not be a member of the Materials, Metallurgy, & Reactor Fuels Subcommittee 

 
Mike Corradini 
• will be the Chair for the Safety Research Program Subcommittee 

 
Dana Powers 
• will be a member of the Safety Research Program Subcommittee 

 
Joy Rempe 
• will be added as a member of the AP1000; Future Plant Designs; Materials, Metallurgy, 

& Reactor Fuels; Reliability and PRA; Safety Research Program; T-H Phenomena; and 
US-APWR Subcommittees. 

 
Mike Ryan 
• will be added as a member of the EPR, and the Safeguards & Security Subcommittees 

 
Bill Shack 
• will be added as a member of the Power Uprates Subcommittee 
• will be the Chair of the Plant License Renewal Subcommittee 
• will not be a member of the Future Plant Designs Subcommittee 

 
Jack Sieber 
• will be the Chair for the Safeguards & Security Subcommittee 
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Proposed Process for ACRS Review of Rulemaking Incorporating Code Cases 
 
NRR staff is proposing a new approach for bringing revised rules for ACRS review.  This would 
only apply for rulemakings which incorporate, by reference, ASME codes and code case 
regulatory guides.  For the past 8-10 years, ACRS has chosen not to review these rulemakings.   
 
At issue: 
 

The ACRS requires receipt of rulemaking packages 30 days before a scheduled meeting, 
after NRR and OGC concurrence.  However, the NRR Office Director now has authority to 
sign these rulemakings. 

 
Proposals: 
 
 NRR would continue to provide the proposed incorporation by reference rulemakings, at 

which time the ACRS would decide whether to review the rulemaking at the final rule 
stage. 

 
 NRR would identify any substantive changes made in the final rule, from the proposed 

rule, as a result of the response to the public comments.  If NRR identifies any such 
substantive changes, NRR would transmit the comments and the proposed NRC 
response to the ACRS.  Otherwise, NRR would not transmit any public comments or 
staff responses to the ACRS.  NRR commits to coordinating with ACRS monthly. 

 
 ACRS would inform NRR of its wishes to be briefed on these substantive changes from 

the proposed to final rule. 
 
 The memorandum requesting the NRR Office Director’s approval and signature on the 

final rulemaking notice will be concurred upon by all appropriate NRR technical divisions 
and the Office of the General Counsel.  The memo will also indicate that the NRR staff 
has informed the ACRS of any substantive changes from the proposed to final rule 
(arising from the comment resolution process) and will indicate whether the ACRS 
requested to be briefed on these issues. 

 
Staff Requirements Memorandum 
 
Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM-M101105B) which resulted from the ACRS meeting 
with the Commission on November 5, 2010 stated that "there were no requirements identified 
for staff action." 
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Report on the November 30, 2010 Subcommittee Meeting on GSI-199 
 
On November 30, 2010, the Siting Subcommittee reviewed the current status of resolution of 
GSI-199:  Implications of Revised Seismic Hazard Estimates for Nuclear Power Plants in 
Central and Eastern United States. 
 
Upcoming EDO Lunch with ACRS P&P Subcommittee on Jan/13/2011 
 
The EDO lunch with the ACRS is scheduled for January 13, 2011.  In order to better 
accommodate the event, a two-hour window should be allocated. 
 

C. Future Meeting Agenda  

Appendix IV summarizes the proposed items endorsed by the Committee for the 579th ACRS 
Meeting, January 13-15, 2011.   
 
A list of documents that were provided to the Committee during the 578th ACRS Meeting is 
listed in Appendix V.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:00 p.m. on December 3, 2010. 
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CPP Task Force on Unsolicited Mid- 
Scale Research (MS) 

Open Session: 1 p.m.–1:15 p.m., Room 
1235 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Discussion of focus groups. 
• Other information gathering and 

next steps related to unsolicited mid- 
scale research. 

Task Force on Merit Review (MR) 

Open Session: 1:15 p.m.–2 p.m., Room 
1235 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Chairman’s Remarks. 
• Status Update on Data-Gathering 

Activities. 
• Initiate Discussion of Community 

Workshop. 

Committee on Programs and Plans 
(CPP) 

Closed Session 2 p.m.–3 p.m., Room 
1235 

• Committee Chairman’s Remarks. 
• NSB Action Items: Science of 

Learning Centers: Extension of Funding 
for Two Centers. 

Committee on Audit and Oversight 
(A&O) 

Open Session 3 p.m.–5 p.m., Room 1235 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Chairman’s Remarks. 
• Human Resources Update (Dr. 

Marrett). 
• Inspector General’s Update (Ms. 

Lerner). 
• FY2010 Financial Statement Audit/ 

FISMA—(Auditors). 
• Collaborative Audit Resolution. 
• FY2011 OIG Audit Plan. 
• OIG Semi-annual Report (Ms. 

Lerner and Dr. Frye). 
• Chief Financial Officer’s Update 

(Ms. Rubenstein). 
• Chief Information Officer’s Report 

(Ms. Norris). 
• Review of NSB Policy on Award 

Thresholds Requiring NSB Approval 
Committee. 

• Chairman’s Closing Remarks. 

Committee on Audit and Oversight 
(A&O) 

Closed Session 5 p.m.–5:15 p.m., Room 
1235 

• Committee Chair’s Opening 
Remarks. 

• Procurement Activities. 

Thursday, December 2, 2010 

CSB Subcommittee on Facilities 

Open Session: 8 a.m.–8:30 a.m., Room 
1235 

• Chairman’s Remarks. 

• Review of the NSF Principles 
Document. 

• Discuss Draft Interim Report. 
• Discuss Next Steps for Moving 

Forward to the May 2011 Meeting. 

CSB Task Force on Data Policies 

Open Session: 8:30 a.m.–10 a.m., Room 
1235 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Chairman’s Remarks. 
• Presentations on Open Access. 
• Discussion of March 27–29, 2010 

Workshop. 
• Closing Remarks. 

Committee on Strategy and Budget 
(CSB) 

Open Session: 10 a.m.–10:15a.m., Room 
1235 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Chairman’s Remarks. 
• Update on FY 2011 Appropriations 

Process. 
• NSB Budget Update. 
• NSF Strategic Plan Update. 
• Closing Remarks. 

Committee on Strategy and Budget 
(CSB) 

Closed Session: 10:15 a.m.–10:30 a.m., 
Room 1235 

• Update on NSF FY 2012 Budget 
Development. 

Plenary Executive 

Closed Session: 10:30 a.m.–11 a.m., 
Room 1235 

• Approval of Plenary Executive 
Closed Minutes, September 2010. 

• Candidate Sites for Board Retreat 
and Meeting of September 2011. 

• Discussion and Selection of 
Honorary Awards. 

Plenary 

Closed Session: 11 a.m.–12 p.m., Room 
1235 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Awards and Agreements 

(Resolutions). 
Æ Logistics Contract and Renewal of 

two Science of Learning Centers. 
• Closed Committee Reports. 

Plenary 

Open Session: 1 p.m.–3 p.m., Room 
1235 

• Presentation by 60th Anniversary 
Speaker, Dr. Emily Brodsky. 

• Presentation on NSF Open 
Government, Dr. José Munoz. 

• Presentation on NSF Response to 
Oil Spill Research, Dr. Timothy Killeen. 

• Presentation on Update on Science, 
Engineering, and Education for 

Sustainability (SEES), Dr. Timothy 
Killeen. 

• Approval of Minutes. 
• Chairman’s Report. 
• Director’s Report, 
• Open Committee Reports. 

Adjourn 3 p.m. 

Daniel A. Lauretano, 
Counsel to the National Science Board. 
[FR Doc. 2010–29881 Filed 11–23–10; 11:15 am] 

BILLING CODE 7555–01–P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards; Revised Meeting Notice 

The Agenda for the 578th ACRS 
meeting, scheduled to be held on 
December 2–4, 2010, has been revised as 
noted below. Notice of this meeting was 
previously published in the Federal 
Register on Wednesday, November 17, 
2010 (75 FR 70304–70305). 

The discussion on the Draft Final 
Rule and Regulatory Guidance 
Regarding Enhancements to Emergency 
Planning Regulations, scheduled to be 
held on Thursday, December 2, 2010, 
between 10:15 a.m. and 12:15 p.m., is 
being postponed to a future meeting. 

The discussion on the Staff’s 
Assessment of the RAMONA5–FA Code 
scheduled to be held on Friday, 
December 3, 2010, between 10:15 a.m. 
and 12:15 p.m., is also being postponed 
to a future meeting. 

The discussion on the Future ACRS 
Activities/Report of the Planning and 
Procedures Subcommittee, scheduled to 
be held on Friday, December 3, 2010, 
between 2 p.m. and 3:30 p.m., is now 
scheduled from 2 p.m. to 3 p.m. 

The discussion on the Reconciliation 
of ACRS Comments and 
Recommendations, scheduled to be held 
on Friday, December 3, 2010, between 
3:30 p.m. and 3:45 p.m., is now 
scheduled from 3 p.m. to 3:15 p.m. 

The discussion on the Final Safety 
Evaluation Report Associated with the 
Amendment to the AP1000 Design 
Control Document, scheduled to be held 
on December 2, 2010, between 1:15 p.m. 
and 4:15 p.m., will now begin at 10:15 
a.m. and is being extended until 7 p.m. 

The Preparation of ACRS Reports will 
now also take place on Friday, 
December 3, 2010, between 10:15 a.m. 
and 12:15 p.m. and then again from 3:30 
p.m. to 7 p.m. 

A revised agenda is posted on the 
NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/ 
readingrm/adams.html or http:// 
www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc- 
collections/ACRS/. 
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72845 Federal Register / Vol. 75, No. 227 / Friday, November 26, 2010 / Notices 

1 Notice of United States Postal Service of Filing 
Five Functionally Equivalent Global Expedited 
Package Services 3 Negotiated Service Agreements 
and Application For Non-Public Treatment of 
Materials Filed Under Seal, November 18, 2010 
(Notice). 

2 Docket No. CP2009–50, Order Granting 
Clarification and Adding Global Expedited Package 
Services 2 to the Competitive Product List, August 
28, 2009 (Order No. 290). 

Further information regarding this 
meeting can be obtained by contacting 
Ms. Ilka Berrios, Cognizant ACRS Staff 
(Telephone: 301–415–3179, E-mail: 
Ilka.Berrios@nrc.gov), between 7:30 a.m. 
and 5:15 p.m. (ET). 

Dated: November 22, 2010 
Andrew L. Bates, 
Advisory Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2010–29915 Filed 11–24–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7590–01–P 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

[NRC–2010–0362] 

Notice of Availability; NUREG–1307, 
Revision 14, ‘‘Report on Waste Burial 
Charges Changes in Decommissioning 
Waste Disposal Costs at Low-Level 
Waste Burial Facilities’’ 

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice of Availability. 

SUMMARY: The NRC is announcing the 
completion and availability of NUREG– 
1307, Revision 14, ‘‘Report on Waste 
Burial Charges,’’ dated November 2010, 
which updates the cost factor for 
disposal (Bx) that a licensee uses when 
calculating the minimum amount of 
decommissioning funding assurance 
required, based on changes in waste 
disposal charges since the previous 
revision. 
ADDRESSES: NUREG–1307 may be 
purchased from The Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, P.O. Box 37082, Washington, DC 
20402–9328: http:// 
www.access.gop.gov/sudocs: 202–512– 
1800; or The National Technical 
Information Service, Springfield, 
Virginia 22161–0002; http:// 
www.ntis.gov; or locally, 703–605–6000. 
The publication may be viewed 
electronically on the public computers 
located at the NRC’s Public Document 
Room (PDR), One White Flint North, 
11555 Rockville Pike, Room O1–F21, 
Rockville, Maryland. The PDR 
reproduction contractor will copy 
documents for a fee. The public can gain 
entry into the NRC’s Agencywide 
Documents Access and Management 
System (ADAMS) through the agency’s 
public Web site at http://www.nrc.gov. 
This Web site provides text and image 
files of the NRC’s public documents. If 
you do not have access to ADAMS or if 
there are problems in accessing the 
documents located in ADAMS, contact 
the NRC PDR Reference Staff at 1–800– 
397–4209, 301–415–4737 or by e-mail to 
pdr@nrc.gov. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Clayton L. Pittiglio, Office of Nuclear 
Reactor Regulation, Division of Policy 
and Rulemaking, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555, telephone (301) 415–1435, e- 
mail Clayton.Pittiglio@nrc.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
requirement placed upon nuclear power 
reactor licensees by the NRC is that 
licensees must annually adjust the 
estimate of the cost of decommissioning 
their plants, in dollars of the current 
year, as part of the process to provide 
reasonable assurance that adequate 
funds for decommissioning will be 
available when needed. This report, 
which is revised periodically, explains 
the formula that is acceptable to the 
NRC for determining the minimum 
decommissioning fund requirements for 
nuclear power plants. The sources of 
information used in the formula are 
identified, and the values developed for 
the estimation of radioactive waste 
burial/disposition costs, by site and by 
year, are given. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, November 
15, 2010. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Theodore R. Quay, 
Deputy Director, Division of Policy and 
Rulemaking, Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Program. 
[FR Doc. 2010–29760 Filed 11–24–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7590–01–P 

POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 

[Docket Nos. CP2011–34 through CP2011– 
38; Order No. 591] 

New Postal Product 

AGENCY: Postal Regulatory Commission. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Commission is noticing a 
recently-filed Postal Service request to 
add five Global Expedited Package 
Services 3 contracts to the competitive 
product list. This notice addresses 
procedural steps associated with the 
filing. 
DATES: Comments are due: November 
30, 2010. 
ADDRESSES: Submit comments 
electronically via the Commission’s 
Filing Online system at http:// 
www.prc.gov. Commenters who cannot 
submit comments electronically should 
contact the person identified in the FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section 
for advice on filing alternatives. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Stephen L. Sharfman, General Counsel, 
at stephen.sharfman@prc.gov or 202– 
789–6824. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Table of Contents 

I. Introduction 
II. Notice of Filing 
III. Ordering Paragraphs 

I. Introduction 

On November 18, 2010, the Postal 
Service filed a notice announcing that it 
has entered into five additional Global 
Expedited Package Services 3 (GEPS 3) 
contracts.1 The Postal Service believes 
the instant contracts are functionally 
equivalent to previously submitted 
GEPS contracts, and are supported by 
Governors’ Decision No. 08–7, attached 
to the Notice and originally filed in 
Docket No. CP2008–4. Id. at 1, 
Attachment 3. The Notice explains that 
Order No. 86, which established GEPS 
1 as a product, also authorized 
functionally equivalent agreements to be 
included within the product, provided 
that they meet the requirements of 39 
U.S.C. 3633. Id. at 2. In Order No. 290, 
the Commission approved the GEPS 2 
product.2 In Order No. 503, the 
Commission approved the GEPS 3 
product. Additionally, the Postal 
Service requested to have the contract in 
Docket No. CP2010–71 serve as the 
baseline contract for future functional 
equivalence analyses of the GEPS 3 
product. 

The instant contracts. The Postal 
Service filed the instant contracts 
pursuant to 39 CFR 3015.5. In addition, 
the Postal Service contends that each 
contract is in accordance with Order No. 
86. The term of each contract is one year 
from the date the Postal Service notifies 
the customer that all necessary 
regulatory approvals have been 
received. Notice at 3. 

In support of its Notice, the Postal 
Service filed four attachments as 
follows: 

• Attachments 1A through 1E— 
redacted copies of the five contracts and 
applicable annexes; 

• Attachments 2A through 2E— 
certified statements required by 39 CFR 
3015.5(c)(2) for each contract; 

• Attachment 3—a redacted copy of 
Governors’ Decision No. 08–7 which 
establishes prices and classifications for 
GEPS contracts, a description of 
applicable GEPS contracts, formulas for 
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Appendix II 

 
UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20555 – 0001  
 

November 22, 2010 
 
 

REVISED AGENDA 
578TH ACRS MEETING 
DECEMBER 2-4, 2010 

 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2, 2010, CONFERENCE ROOM T-2B1, 11545 ROCKVILLE PIKE, 
ROCKVILLE, MD 
 
1) 8:30 AM - 8:35 AM Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Open) (SAK/EMH) 

1.1) Opening Statement 
1.1) Items of Current Interest 

 
2) 8:35 AM-10:00 10:16 AM Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the License 

Renewal Application for the Kewaunee Power Station (Open) 
(MVB/KLH) 
2.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
2.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 

NRC staff and Dominion Energy Kewaunee, Inc., regarding 
the Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the 
License Renewal Application for the Kewaunee Power 
Station. 

 
10:00 10:16 AM - 10:15 10:30 AM *** BREAK *** 
 
3) 10:15 10:30 AM-12:15 PM Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Amendment to 

the AP1000 Design Control Document (Open/Closed) (HBR/WW) 
    3.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 

3.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff and Westinghouse regarding the Final Safety 
Evaluation Report Associated with the Amendment to the 
AP1000 Design Control Document  

(Closed portion 11:07-12:15)  [NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in 
order to discuss and protect information designated 
as proprietary by Westinghouse and its contractors 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4) ] 

12:15 PM - 1:00 PM  *** LUNCH *** 



 
-2- 

 
4) 1:15 PM - 7:00 5:00 PM Continue Discussion of the Final Safety Evaluation Report 

Associated with the Amendment to the AP1000 Design Control 
Document under Item 3 (Open/Closed) (HBR/WW) 

 
3:00 PM – 3:15 PM  There may be 15 minutes breaks at some point during this activity. 

Closed Portion 1:15 PM – 5:00 PM [NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in 
order to discuss and protect information designated 
as proprietary by Westinghouse and its contractors 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4) ] 

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2010, CONFERENCE ROOM T-2B1, 11545 ROCKVILLE PIKE, 
ROCKVILLE, MD 
 

5) 8:30 AM - 8:35 AM Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman (Open) (SAK/EMH) 
 
6) 8:35 AM - 10:00 AM Safety Culture Policy Statement (Open) (DCB/DAW) 

6.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 
6.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 

NRC staff, EPRI, and NEI regarding the Safety Culture 
Policy Statement. 

 
10:00 AM - 10:15 AM  *** BREAK *** 

 
7) 10:15 AM - 12:15 PM Preparation of ACRS Reports (Open) 

7.1) AP1000 Long-Term Core Cooling (HBR/WW)  
7.2) Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the 

Amendment to the AP1000 Design Control Document 
(HBR/WW) 

7.3) Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the License 
Renewal Application for the Kewaunee Power Station 
(MVB/KLH) 

7.4) Safety Culture Policy Statement (DCB/DAW) 
 

12:15 11:45 PM - 2:00 PM  *** LUNCH *** 
 
8) 2:00 PM - 3:00 PM Future ACRS Activities/Report of the Planning and Procedures 

Subcommittee (Open/Closed) (SAK/EMH) 
8.1)  Discussion of the recommendations of the Planning and 

Procedures Subcommittee regarding items proposed for 
consideration by the Full Committee during future ACRS 
meetings. 

8.2)  Report of the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee on 
matters related to the conduct of ACRS business, including 
anticipated workload and member assignments. 



-3- 
 
[NOTE: A portion of this meeting 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 ACRS, and information the release of 
which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy ] 

  
9) 3:00 PM - 3:15 PM Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations 
3:21 PM – 3:25 PM (Open) (SAK, et al./AFD/CS) 

Discussion of the responses from the NRC Executive Director for 
Operations to comments and recommendations included in recent 
ACRS reports and letters. 
 

3:15 PM - 3:30 PM  *** BREAK *** 
 
10) 3:30 PM - 7:00 8:04 PM Preparation of ACRS Reports (Open) 

Continue discussion of the proposed ACRS reports listed under 
Item 7. There may be a 15 minutes break at some point during 
this activity. 

 
SATURDAY, DECEMBER 4, 2010, CONFERENCE ROOM T-2B1, 11545 ROCKVILLE PIKE, 
ROCKVILLE, MD 
 
11) 8:30 AM - 3:30 1:15 PM Preparation of ACRS Reports (Open) 

Continue discussion of the proposed ACRS reports listed under 
Item 7. There may be breaks at some point during this activity. 

 
12) 3:30 PM - 4:00 PM Miscellaneous (Open) (SAK/EMH)  

Discussion of matters related to the conduct of Committee 
activities and specific issues that were not completed during 
previous meetings, as time and availability of information permit. 

 
NOTES: 
 

• When appropriate, members of the public and representatives of the nuclear industry 
may provide their views during the briefings. 
 

• During the meeting, phone number 301-415-7360 should be used in order to contact 
anyone in the ACRS Office. 
 

• Presentation time should not exceed 50 percent of the total time allocated for a given 
item. The remaining 50 percent of the time is reserved for discussion. 
 

• Thirty five (35) hard copies and one (1) electronic copy of the presentation materials 
should be provided to the ACRS in advance of the briefing. 



 
-4- 

 
• One (1) electronic copy of each presentation should be emailed to the Designated 

Federal Official 1 day before the meeting. If an electronic copy cannot be provided within 
this timeframe, presenters should provide the Designated Federal Official with a CD 
containing each presentation at least 30 minutes before the meeting. 

 

















 
 

UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS 
WASHINGTON, DC 20555 – 0001  

 
 

December 16, 2010 
 

AGENDA 
579th ACRS MEETING 
January 13-15, 2011 

 
THURSDAY, JANUARY 13, 2011, CONFERENCE ROOM T-2B1, 11545 ROCKVILLE, 
ROCKVILLE, MD

1) 8:30 AM - 8:35 AM 

 
 

Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman
1.1) Opening Statement 

 (Open) (SAK/EMH) 

1.1) Items of Current Interest 
 
2) 8:35 AM - 10:00 AM Aircraft Impact Assessment for the Revised AP1000 Design

2.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 

 
(Open/Closed) (HBR/WW) 

2.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff and Westinghouse regarding the Aircraft Impact 
Assessment for the revised AP1000 design. 

 
[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in order to 
protect unclassified safeguards information, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552b(c)(3), and information designated as proprietary 
by Westinghouse, pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4).] 
 

10:00 AM - 10:15 AM *** BREAK *** 
 
3) 10:15 AM - 12:00 PM Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Vogtle Units 3 

and 4 Combined License Application
3.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 

 (Open/Closed) (HBR/PW) 

3.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff, Southern Nuclear Company, and NuStar 
Energy regarding the Final Safety Evaluation Report 
associated with the Vogtle Units 3 and 4 Combined 
License Application. 

 
[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in order to 
protect information designated as proprietary by 
Westinghouse pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4).] 

  



 
 

-2- 
 

12:00 PM - 2:00 PM *** LUNCH *** 
 
4) 2:00 PM - 3:30 PM Draft Final Revision 2 to Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.174, "An 

Approach for Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment in Risk-
Informed Decisions on Plant-Specific Changes to the Licensing 
Basis," and Draft Final Revision 1 to RG 1.177, "An Approach for 
Plant-Specific, Risk-Informed Decisionmaking: Technical 
Specifications"
4.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 

 (Open) (DCB/JCL) 

4.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff regarding Draft Final Revision 2 to RG 1.174, 
"An Approach for Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment in 
Risk-Informed Decisions on Plant-Specific Changes to the 
Licensing Basis;” Draft Final Revision 1 to RG 1.177, "An 
Approach for Plant-Specific, Risk-Informed 
Decisionmaking: Technical Specifications;" and the staff’s 
reconciliation of public comments. 

 
3:30 PM – 3:45 PM *** BREAK *** 
 
5) 3:45 PM - 7:00 PM 

5.1) Aircraft Impact Assessment for the Revised AP1000 
Design (Open/Closed) (HBR/WW) 

Preparation of ACRS Reports 

5.2) Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Vogtle 
Units 3 and 4 Combined License Application 
(Open/Closed) (HBR/PW) 

5.3) Draft Final Revision 2 to RG 1.174, "An Approach for 
Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment in Risk-Informed 
Decisions on Plant-Specific Changes to the Licensing 
Basis," and Draft Final Revision 1 to RG 1.177, "An 
Approach for Plant-Specific, Risk-Informed 
Decisionmaking: Technical Specifications" (Open) 
(DCB/JCL) 

 
[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in order to protect 
unclassified safeguards information, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(3), 
and information designated as proprietary by Westinghouse, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4).] 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 14, 2011, CONFERENCE ROOM T-2B1, 11545 ROCKVILLE, 
ROCKVILLE, MD 

6) 8:30 AM - 8:35 AM Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman
 

 (Open) (SAK/EMH) 

7) 8:35 AM - 10:30 AM Draft Final Rule and Regulatory Guidance Regarding 
Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness Regulations

7.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 

 (Open) 
(JDS/GSS) 

7.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff regarding the draft final rule, “Enhancements to 
Emergency Preparedness Regulations;” Regulatory Guide 
1.219, “Guidance on Making Changes to Emergency Plans 
for Nuclear Power Reactors;” Interim Staff Guidance (ISG) 
NSIR/DPR-ISG-01,”Emergency Planning for Nuclear 
Power Plants;” and NUREG/CR-7002, “Criteria for 
Development of Evacuation Time Estimate Studies.”  

 
10:30 AM - 10:45 AM *** BREAK *** 
 
8) 10:45 AM – 12:15 PM Staff Assessment of the RAMONA5-FA Code

8.1)  Remarks by the Subcommittee Chairman 

 (Open/Closed) 
(SAK/ZA) 

8.2)  Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the 
NRC staff and AREVA regarding the staff’s assessment of 
the RAMONA5-FA code. 

 
[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in order to 
protect information designated as proprietary by AREVA 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4).] 

 
12:15 PM – 1:15 PM *** LUNCH*** 
 
9) 1:15 PM - 2:45 PM Future ACRS Activities/Report of the Planning and Procedures 

Subcommittee
9.1)  Discussion of the recommendations of the Planning and 

Procedures Subcommittee regarding items proposed for 
consideration by the Full Committee during future ACRS 
meetings. 

 (Open/Closed) (SAK/EMH) 

9.2)  Report of the Planning and Procedures Subcommittee on 
matters related to the conduct of ACRS business, including 
anticipated workload and member assignments. 

  



 
 

-4- 
 
[NOTE: A portion of this meeting 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 ACRS, and information the release of 
which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 
personal privacy.] 

 
10) 2:45 PM - 3:00 PM Reconciliation of ACRS Comments and Recommendations

Discussion of the responses from the NRC Executive Director for 
Operations to comments and recommendations included in recent 
ACRS reports and letters. 

 
(Open) (SAK, et al./CS/AFD) 

 
3:00 PM - 3:15 PM *** BREAK *** 
 
11) 3:15 PM - 7:00 PM 

11.1) Aircraft Impact Assessment for the Revised AP1000 
Design (Open/Closed) (HBR/WW) 

Preparation of ACRS Reports 

11.2) Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Vogtle 
Units 3 and 4 Combined License Application 
(Open/Closed) (HBR/PW) 

11.3) Draft Final Revision 2 to RG 1.174, "An Approach for 
Using Probabilistic Risk Assessment in Risk-Informed 
Decisions on Plant-Specific Changes to the Licensing 
Basis," and Draft Final Revision 1 to RG 1.177, "An 
Approach for Plant-Specific, Risk-Informed 
Decisionmaking: Technical Specifications" (Open) 
(DCB/JCL) 

11.4) Draft Final Rule and Regulatory Guidance Regarding 
Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness Regulations 
(Open) (JDS/GSS) 

11.5) Staff Assessment of the RAMONA5-FA Code 
(Open/Closed) (SAK/ZA) 

 
There may be a 15 minutes break at some point during this 
activity. 
 
[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in order to 
protect unclassified safeguards information, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552b(c)(3), and information designated as proprietary 
by Westinghouse or AREVA, pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4).] 
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12) 8:30 AM - 1:00 PM 

SATURDAY, JANUARY 15, 2011, CONFERENCE ROOM T-2B1, 11545 ROCKVILLE, 
ROCKVILLE, MD 

Preparation of ACRS Reports
Continue discussion of the proposed ACRS reports listed under 
Item 11. There may be a 15 break at some point during this 
activity. 

 (Open/Closed)  

 
[NOTE: A portion of this session may be closed in order to 
protect unclassified safeguards information, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552b(c)(3), and information designated as proprietary 
by Westinghouse or AREVA, pursuant to 5 U.S.C 552b(c)(4).] 

 
13) 1:00 PM - 1:30 PM Miscellaneous

Discussion of matters related to the conduct of Committee 
activities and specific issues that were not completed during 
previous meetings, as time and availability of information permit. 

 (Open) (SAK/EMH)  

 

• When appropriate, members of the public and representatives of the nuclear industry 
may provide their views during the briefings. 

NOTES: 

• During the meeting, phone number 301-415-7360 should be used in order to contact 
anyone in the ACRS Office. 

• Presentation time should not exceed 50 percent of the total time allocated for a given 
item. The remaining 50 percent of the time is reserved for discussion. 

• Thirty five (35) hard copies and one (1) electronic copy of the presentation materials 
should be provided to the ACRS in advance of the briefing. 

• One (1) electronic copy of each presentation should be emailed to the Designated 
Federal Official 1 day before the meeting. If an electronic copy cannot be provided within 
this timeframe, presenters should provide the Designated Federal Official with a CD 
containing each presentation at least 30 minutes before the meeting. 



 
APPENDIX V 

LIST OF HANDOUTS 
578th ACRS MEETING 
DECEMBER 2-4, 2010 

 
I. Opening Remarks by the ACRS Chairman 

1. Opening Remarks 
2. Items of Interest 

 
II. Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the License Renewal Application for the 

Kewaunee Power Station 
3. Proposed Schedule 
4. Status Report 
5. Subcommittee meeting minutes dated November 17, 2010 

 
III. Final Safety Evaluation Report Associated with the Amendment to the AP1000 Design 

Control Document 
6. Table of Contents 
7. Proposed Agenda 
8. Status Report 
9. Presentation Slides on Long-Term Cooling Debris Issues Resolution by 

Westinghouse and Staff, Nov. 18, 2010, AP1000 SC meeting 
10. Presentation Slides on Long-Term Cooling Debris Issues Resolution Supplement by 

Westinghouse, Nov. 19, 2010, AP1000 SC meeting 
11. Presentation Slides on Long-Term Cooling Debris Issues Resolution Supplement 2 

by Westinghouse, Nov. 19, 2010, AP1000 SC meeting 
12. Nov. 17-19 Slides, they are included in the same CD under the directory of “AP1000 

Slides 11-17-18-19 2010” 
 
IV. Safety Culture Policy Statement 

13. Agenda 
14. Status Report 
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ParticipantsParticipants

 Steve Scace – Site Vice-President
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BackgroundBackground

Site Description
 Located in Kewaunee County Wisconsin Located in Kewaunee County, Wisconsin
 Once-through cooling from Lake Michigan
 2-Loop Pressurized Water Reactor
 Westinghouse Electric Corporation (NSSS) Pioneer Service Westinghouse Electric Corporation (NSSS), Pioneer Service 

and Engineering Co. (A/E)
 Turbine / Generator – Westinghouse

1772 MWt 1772 MWt
 Steel Containment Vessel with Concrete Shield Building
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BackgroundBackground
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BackgroundBackground

Plant History - Licensing
 Construction permit August 6 1968 Construction permit August 6,1968
 Operating license December 21, 1973
 Commercial operation June 16, 1974
 Uprated Power License

 MUR (1.4%, 23 MWt) July 2003
 Stretch uprate (6%, 99 MWt) February 2004 Stretch uprate  (6%, 99 MWt) February 2004

 Plant Owner change to Dominion July 2005
 Operating License expires December 21, 2013
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Operating InformationOperating Information

Current Plant Status
O ti C l 31 Operating Cycle 31

 100% Power
 407 Days On-line 407 Days On-line
 1374 Days since Last Automatic Trip
 Next refueling outage:  February 2011g g y
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

4 Open Items (OI)

OI 3.0.3.2.20-1 Use of FatiguePro Software

OI B2.1.32-1 Work Control Process Program

OI 3.1.2.1.7-1 S/G Divider Plate Cracking due to PWSCC

OI 3.0.3.2.4-1 Recent Operating Experience for Buried 

and Underground Piping and Tanks
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

OI 3.0.3.2.20-1:  Use of FatiguePro Software

 Issue
o Initial evaluation of fatigue life utilized EPRI FatiguePro 

stress-based fatigue (SBF) monitoring 
 Resolution

o Two components were re-analyzed to support closure of 
Commitment 41 

o Two additional components will be re-analyzed prior to 
PEO
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

OI B2.1.32-1:  Work Control Process Program

I Issue
 Selection of one-time inspection sample sizes and 

schedule for completion of inspections
 Minimum sample size for periodic inspections and 

inspection frequencies for inspections of internal surfaces
 Capability to detect aging effects, based on OE examples p y g g p

submitted
 Clarification of the commitment to implement the WCP 

program
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items
Resolution
 M32: Clarified the methodology used to determine one-time gy

inspection sample size
 M38: Clarified that a leading component group will be 

established based on OE, environments, stagnant locations 
and will be inspected prior to the PEO and audited to confirmand will be inspected prior to the PEO and audited to confirm 
inspections are completed

 New Commitment 47 established to provide relevant OE within 
2 years after implementation of WCP2 years after implementation of WCP

 Clarified that the WCP AMP is a new AMP and that one-time 
inspections will be completed prior to period of extended 
operation
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

OI 3.1.2.1.7-1: S/G Divider Plate Cracking due to PWSCC

I Issue
 identification of materials of construction for SG divider plate 

assembly
 evaluation of the potential for PWSCC cracks to propagate to 

base materials  or cladding, and provide an inspection program 
if required.

 Request was based on recent foreign operating experience with Request was based on recent foreign operating experience with 
SG divider plate cracking
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

 Resolution
o EPRI Steam Generator Task Force evaluating concern foro EPRI Steam Generator Task Force evaluating concern for 

generic industry action
o KPS will perform an inspection of each SG to assess the 

condition of the divider plate assemblycondition of the divider plate assembly
o The inspection technique will be capable of detecting PWSCC 

in the divider plate and the associated welds
o The inspections will be completed prior to exceeding 10 years 

into the PEO
o Dominion will continue to actively participate in the EPRI 
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

OI 3.0.3.2.4-1: Recent OE for Buried and Underground Piping and Tanks

 Issue Issue
 Identification of buried and underground components 

addressed by the Buried Piping and Tanks Inspection and the 
External Surfaces Monitoring programs;External Surfaces Monitoring programs;

 Identification of updates to these programs to incorporate 
lessons learned from recent events related to buried piping 
leakage
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

 Buried piping and tanks, and planned inspections
System Inspections Cathodic ProtectionSystem Inspections Cathodic Protection
CW piping Two* Yes
DG FO piping One Partial
DG FOST One tank Yes
FP piping Three No

*One for stainless steel piping and one for carbon steel piping
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SER Open ItemsSER Open Items

 Resolution
o Perform visual inspections of a representative sample ofo Perform visual inspections of a representative sample of 

material/protective measure combinations for in-scope buried 
piping and tanks

o Cathodic Protection system will be maintained and functional 
i i f 90% f th tia minimum of 90% of the time

o NACE cathodic protection surveys are performed at least 
annually
Committed to perform an inspection of the diesel fuel oilo Committed to perform an inspection of the diesel fuel oil 
system piping that is not cathodically protected

o Commitment enhanced to perform inspections of the buried 
piping and tanks prior to PEO and each 10 years thereafter

16
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Emergent ItemsEmergent Items

 Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage (MV) Cable Non-EQ Inaccessible Medium-Voltage (MV) Cable 
Program

 S/G Tube-to-Tubesheet Weld Cracking S/G Tube-to-Tubesheet Weld Cracking

 Most Limiting Component for EAF Evaluation

 Additional ASME Class 1 Small-Bore Piping 
Socket Weld Inspections
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Non-EQ Inaccessible MV Cable Program

 Issue
Based on industry OE (GL 2007 01) the staff concluded thato Based on industry OE (GL 2007-01), the staff concluded that 
low voltage power cables should be included in an AMP

 Resolution
Kewaunee has not experienced any 480V to 35 kV powero Kewaunee has not experienced any 480V to 35 kV power 
cable failures due to aging 

o Kewaunee will include the low-voltage power cables (480V) 
that have a license renewal intended function

o Kewaunee will test the inaccessible low-voltage power cables 
prior to the PEO and at least every 10 years thereafter
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S/G Tube-to-Tubesheet Weld Cracking

 Issue
o PWSCC in the welds could lead to crack propagation through 

th ld i i t d b dthe welds causing a primary-to-secondary pressure boundary 
failure

 Resolution
E t bli h t h i l b i hi h l d th t th t t lo Establish a technical basis which concludes that the structural 
integrity of the weld is adequate with a crack, and

o Establish a technical basis which concludes these welds are 
not required to perform a RCPB function, ornot required to perform a RCPB function, or

o Perform a one-time inspection of a representative number of 
tube-to-tubesheet welds in each SG to determine if PWSCC 
cracking is present

19

o S/G inspections will be completed prior to exceeding 10 years 
into the PEO



Most Limiting Component EAF Evaluations

 Issue
Determine if components beyond the NUREG/CR 6260o Determine if components beyond the NUREG/CR-6260 
locations are more limiting and need to be evaluated for the 
environmental effects of the RCS environment. 

 Resolution
o Kewaunee will perform a review of design basis ASME Class 

1 component fatigue evaluations to determine if there are 
more limiting locations

o If more limiting locations are identified, the most limiting 
location will be evaluated for the effects of reactor coolant 
environment on fatigue usage prior to the PEO

20



ASME Class 1 Small-Bore Piping Socket Weld Inspections

 Issue
NRC staff established an inspection criterion in NUREG 1801o NRC staff established an inspection criterion in NUREG-1801, 
Revision 2 for ASME Class 1 small bore piping socket welds. 

 Resolution
Kewaunee will perform 10 volumetric examinations or 5o Kewaunee will perform 10 volumetric examinations, or 5 
destructive examinations if a demonstrated, nuclear-industry 
endorsed examination method is not available

o 4 volumetric examinations, or 2 destructive examinations, will 
be performed prior to PEO.  Remaining exams will be 
performed within 3 years of entering PEO
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QuestionsQuestions
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Safety Evaluation Report (SER)

December 2, 2010

John W. Daily, Project Manager
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) 
License Renewal Full Committee 
Kewaunee Power Station (KPS)
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Presentation Outline

• Overview of the SER

• Closure of Open Items

• Resolution of Supplemental Issues

• Conclusion
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Overview (SER)

• Safety Evaluation Report (SER) with Open Items 
was issued July 16, 2010 

• The 4 Open Items for the SER have been closed:
– Use Of FatiguePro™ Software in Metal Fatigue 

Calculations (OI 3.0.3.2.20-1)
– Ni-Alloy Steam Generator Divider Plate Cracking due 

to PWSCC (OI 3.1.2.1.7-1)
– Incorporating recent operating experience for buried 

and underground piping and tanks (OI 3.0.3.2.4-1)
– Work Control Process Program Issues (OI B2.1.32-1)

• Safety Evaluation Report (SER) closing these 
items was issued November 4, 2010 
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Other Issues Resolved

• Resolutions on two ACRS Subcommittee 
questions
– ACRS Subcommittee concern on Small-Bore Piping 

Commitment 
– ACRS Subcommittee question on Compressed Air 

Program

• Three Supplemental Issues of interest
– Inaccessible Low Voltage Cables
– Potential PWSCC in SG Tube-Tubesheet Welds
– Minor issues in Selective Leaching, Structures 

Monitoring AMPs
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Metal Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure 
Boundary: OI 3.0.3.2.20-1

• Use of FatiguePro™ in stress-based portion of metal fatigue 
calculations did not incorporate all six portions of stress tensor

• Applicant performed updated, confirmatory fatigue calculations 
for the RCS charging line nozzle and the Pzr surge line hot leg 
nozzle satisfactorily

• Staff noted the applicant had also used FatiguePro™ for two 
other locations: Pzr Lower head, and Pzr-end surge line nozzle

• Commitments to review & ensure its ASME Class 1 fatigue 
evaluations fully bound the issue for the plant, to evaluate the 
Pzr. Lower head and surge line per ASME III, NB-3200, and to 
not use FatiguePro’s™ SBF module in its AMP

SER Open Item #1
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PWSCC Potential in Ni-Alloy Steam 
Generator Divider Plates: OI 3.1.2.1.7-1

• Extensive cracking due to PWSCC has been identified in some 
European SG divider plate assemblies, especially in 
stub-runner/divider plate region

• Staff concern of possible existence, and of propagation into 
tubesheet cladding, tubesheet or into SG-RCS channel head

• In response to RAIs, applicant:
• Stated its SG divider plate assemblies are Alloy 600 and welds are Alloy 

52/152 material

• Committed to perform an inspection of each SG divider plate prior to 10 
yrs into PEO to detect whether such cracks are occurring in SG divider 
plate assemblies

• Committed to remain active in EPRI SGMP activities to study the issue

SER Open Item #2
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Buried/Underground Piping and Tanks: 
OI 3.0.3.2.4-1

• In light of recent industry events involving leakage from 
buried/underground piping and tanks, staff is concerned about 
continued susceptibility to failure of buried/underground piping 
within the scope of license renewal

• In response to staff RAIs, applicant committed:  
• Maintaining its cathodic protection system 90+% available during PEO

• Conducting NACE surveys annually

• Enhance its AMP to visually inspect  a representative sample of each 
material/protective measure combination for in-scope buried/underground 
piping and tanks,

– Prior to PEO, in first 10 years and in second 10 years of PEO

SER Open Item #3
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Work Control Process Program Issues: 
OI B2.1.32-1

• Staff noted a number of issues in the revised Work Control 
Process AMP, primarily in the characterization of sample sets 
and assurance of adequacy of both depth and breadth of the 
Program 

• Applicant committed to:
• Completely specifying minimum percentages/ sample sizes/ inspection 

frequencies of each component/material population

• Audit the periodic preventive maintenance and surveillance activities to 
confirm that all material/environment combinations have been inspected; 
inspect those that have not been

• Audits will occur prior to PEO and each 10 years of the PEO

SER Open Item #4



9

Small-Bore Piping Commitment revision
• ACRS concern regarding whether proper quantity of small-bore socket 

welds would be destructively tested under applicant’s commitment (part 
of SER 3.0.3.2.1)

• Staff notes that applicant reports no history of small-bore weld failures 
out of ~345 total/ 35+ years in operation

• Applicant committed to the following for small-bore socket welds:

Subcommittee Question #1

Timeframe
NDE /

Destructive
(Combination)

Expectation

< PEO 4 NDE /
2 Destructive NDE: 3% / max 10 

Destructive: 1.5% / max 5 
(for plants with no history

of failures)PEO + 3 yr 6 NDE /
3 Destructive
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Compressed Air Question from ACRS  
Subcommittee 

• ACRS concerned whether down-stream lines adversely 
affected by the automatic IA dryer bypass on High-Dryer-DP 
Alarm

• Applicant provided clarifying information:
• The alarm sounds in the MCR, Control Room Operator 

acknowledges

• IA Dryer bypass line opens automatically 

• Operator responds using procedure and swap out dryer/air filter 
for another dryer/filter to maintain downstream air quality.

• Total time for response is less than 45 minutes

Subcommittee Question #2



11

Inaccessible Low Voltage Electrical Cables
• Recent OE from licensees in response to GL 2007-01 indicates 

some non-EQ, low voltage (480 V – 2 kV AC) inaccessible 
cables at plants have suffered failures, related to water 
degradation/ submergence

• Applicant responded to the issues:
• No failures of these cables identified in its GL 2007-01 response, and 

none since that review 

• Low voltage (480 V-2kVAC), inaccessible cables would be added to the 
AMP. Some cables and 2 more manholes added as a result.

• Inspections of manholes/ pulling pit showed only minimal water, no 
evidence of submergence or wet cables.

• Manhole inspections will be done prior to PEO and based on plant 
experience, but at least every 2 yrs 

• Testing of cables will be done prior to PEO and based on plant 
experience, but at least every 10 yrs

Supplemental Issue #1
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SG Tube-Tubesheet Welds and Potential 
PWSCC

• SER Section 3.1.2.2.16 Item 1 deals with this issue

• For Alloy 600 tubesheet cladding, autogenous welds may not 
have sufficient PWSCC resistance, when tubes are Alloy 690.

• Applicant committed to developing plan prior to PEO, to 
exercise 1 of  2 options:

• Perform analytical evaluation of tube-tubesheet region to establish 
technical basis of boundary being maintained even if cracked, and that 
the weld is not needed for RCPB integrity

• Perform one-time inspection of representative number of welds in each 
SG.  If cracking identified, evaluate/repair, and institute aging 
management inspections for remaining life of SGs.

Supplemental Issue #2
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Minor issues from completeness review :
• Selective Leaching of Materials AMP:

• Applicant revised its program to include specific information 
regarding how the selected set of components are to be 
sampled and how the sample size will be determined.

• Structures Monitoring Program AMP:
• Clarified that the inspection interval for in-scope masonry walls 

was at least every five years

• Clarified that the Structures Monitoring Program’s inspection 
interval for the in-scope accessible structures was at least every 
five years

• Agreed to amend its AMP to include acceptance criteria 
according to ACI 349.3R-96 for Structures Monitoring Program 
inspections.

• Applicant responses acceptable, & will be incorporated into the 
final published SER

Supplemental Issue #3
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Conclusion
On the basis of its review, the staff 
determines that Dominion Energy 
Kewaunee, Inc. has met the requirements 
of 10 CFR 54.29(a) for the license renewal 
of Kewaunee Power Station.
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Bob Le ys e  Pres enta tion  to  Full ACRS, 6 pages , December 2, 2010 
 
November 26, 2010 
 
Annette L. Vietti-Cook 
Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
 
Attention: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff 
 

COMMENTS ON PRM-50-93 AND PRM-50-95; NRC-2009-0554 
 
NRC s hould  not authorize  Plant Licens e  Renewals  or Power Upra tes  prior 
to  its  res olu tion  of PRM-50-93 and PRM-50-95. 
 
The  2200 degree  Fahrenheit PCT limit is  too  h igh .  The 2200 PCT limit is  
bas ed  on embitterment criteria .  The Baker-J us t equa tion  was  p laced in to  
50.46 and it has  been convenient in  licens ing . Its  current us e  is  fiercely 
defended by the  NRC. 
 
According to analyses funded by NRC, when the Baker-Just correlation is 
applied, the predicted thermal runaway starts at 2600 degrees Fahrenheit, while 
the alternative Cathcart-Pawel correlation of Reg. Guide 1.157 yields runaway at 
2700.  This is detailed on page 28 of PRM-50-93. 
 
At a joint meeting of three ACRS subcommittees on May 31, 2002, there is the 
following pertinent exchange: 
 
MR. LAUBEN: That's it. Sure. No.  
That's an easy and quantifiable way to compare it. It 
just gives you a minimum measure because what's really 
true because of the slope changes so much is that you 
can see a much bigger difference. In general I would 
say I could never achieve turn-around much above 2300 
in the limited 100 calculations I did with Baker-Just 
but I could reach something as close to 2800 with 
Cathcart-Pawel. Now that's – 
 
MEMBER WALLIS: Maybe you need to show 
these calculations. Something more convincing than 
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what we heard today -- 
 
At another point in that joint meeting of three ACRS subcommittees on May 31, 
2002: 
 
MEMBER WALLIS: 2200 has a very iffy 
basis. The only justification really is that it is 
worked over 30 or 40 years. If you are going to 
change it you're going to have to have some really 
good arguments. 
  
However, Member Wallis is wrong.  There is nothing “iffy” about 2200.  At 
Karlsruhe it had already been clearly demonstrated that 2200 is too high and 
there is nothing “iffy” about the fact that 2200 is too high.  An array of 
experiments having multirod assembles of rods with zirconium alloy cladding 
reveal that thermal runaway begins well below the 2600 to 2700 range.  Perhaps 
the most impressive is LOFT LP-FP-2 where thermal runaway of the fuel bundle 
was initiated in the 2060 to 2240 degree Fahrenheit range.  And, the series of 
CORA experiments at Karlsruhe with bundled electrically heated rods having 
Zirconium alloy cladding and uranium fuel pellets, yielded thermal runaway over 
a range from about 1800 to 2200 degrees Fahrenheit. 
  
Although PRM-50-93 is dated November 2009, there is little evidence that the 
NRC has pursued its evaluation.  On April 26, 2010, NRR issued a USER NEED 
REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ANALYSIS OF PETITION FOR RULEMAKING ON 
10 CFR 50.46 (PRM-50-93) and at that time the activity was (finally) assigned a 
high priority.  Quoting from the User Need Request, The requested deliverable 
for this user need is a technical letter report. Your office provided an 
outstanding technical analysis [reference 2] of a similar rulemaking petition, and 
we request the final deliverable for this user need be in this same format. We 
also request that a draft of your report be provided for comment by August 31, 
2010 and the final report by September 30, 2010. We will provide comments on 
the draft within one week of receipt. 
 
However: On October 27, 2010, the NRC published for public comment a notice 
of consolidation of petitions for rulemaking.  The PRMs to be consolidated are 
PRM-50-93 filed by Mark Edward Leyse on November 17, 2009, and PRM-50-95 
filed on June 7, 2010, by Mark Edward Leyse and Raymond Shadis, on behalf of 
the New England Coalition. What Mark Leyse filed on June 7, 2010 was not a 
PRM, it was a 2.206 petition.  It appears that by consolidating these actions by 
Mark Leyse, the NRC has substantially extended the deadline for producing a 
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Technical Letter Report regarding PRM-50-93.  Nevertheless, the priority is 
established by the technical facts that are in the record and high priority attention 
by the NRC reviewers remains warranted.  
 
In fact, Mark Edward Leyse first learned about the extended deadline when the 
ACRS Thermal Hydraulics Phenomena Subcommittee briefly discussed the 
matter on Monday, October 18, 2010.  Mark Leyse and Robert Leyse had jointly 
made a 10 minute presentation, and at the end of the meeting the subcommittee 
discussed the matter as follows: 

CONSULTANT KRESS: I found it very unusual 

17 that public comments are made to the subcommittee. 

18 Those usually go to the full committee. I don't know 

19 what your obligation is with respect to those. 

 

20 CHAIR BANERJEE: I think to report it to 

21 the full committee and ask if – 

 

22 CONSULTANT KRESS: Just report it to the 

23 full committee. 

 

24 CHAIR BANERJEE: ask if they wish it to be 

25 made to the full committee. I don't think that we can 

act on it. 

 

2 CONSULTANT KRESS: No. That was my point. 

3 It has to be acted by the full committee. 
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4 CONSULTANT WALLIS: But if you want a 

5 comment, it looked as if there could be a significant 

6 point here, I mean it's something that is not trivial 

7 to look at and see is there a question here and what's 

8 the evidence for – 

 

9 CHAIR BANERJEE: Has the comments been made 

10 to the staff or is it just to the subcommittee? 

 

11 MR. BAJOREK: This is Steve Bajorek. 

12 Actually there are two petitions in play right now. 

13 The petition they talked about brings up the point 

14 that they Baker-Just is possibly not conservative. He 

15 has the same comment on Cathcart-Pawel. Asks to look 

16 at some of these other test data that he claims we 

17 have not looked at before. 

18 He also submitted – 

 

19 CHAIR BANERJEE: Particularly bundle data. 

 

20 MR. BAJOREK: Bundle, yes. The staff has 

21 put together a small group to start to evaluate these 

22 concerns. We started to take a look at it and another 
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23 petition came in, this one on the behalf of 

24 Connecticut or Yankee, it's a plant that's been up for 

25 relicensing. There are -- 

CONSULTANT WALLIS: Vermont Yankee? 

 

2 MR. BAJOREK: Vermont Yankee, that's right. 

3 Vermont Yankee is being relicensed. They have also put 

4 in a petition on their behalf where they cite many of 

5 the same concerns. Because these petitions are over 

6 lapping, the staff decided they were not going to look 

7 at them individually, they were going to put them 

8 together. We went through our OGC. They said that was 

9 an appropriate thing to do and now the window of time 

10 for evaluating those petitions and those concerns has 

11 been reopened and I think we have another -- I think 

12 we have a year to go through and reevaluate 

13 everything. So there's a group that is looking at 

14 that. 

 

15 CHAIR BANERJEE: So I think we can report 

16 that to the full committee. 

 

17 CONSULTANT WALLIS: But just report that. 
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18 That's all we have to do. 

 

19 MEMBER ABDEL-KHALIK: And I think from the 

20 committee's perspective, we await the staff's 

21 evaluation and we will review the staff's evaluation. 

 

22 MR. BAJOREK: He did make the point that 

23 while there was a user need letter, point out and the 

24 research was supposed to have responded by I think the 

25 end of August. That was the original schedule. But 

because they amended their own petition, and submitted 

2 another petition, OGC decided to lump it together and 

3 that window of time has moved out. 

4 CHAIR BANERJEE: Okay. Well with that, I 

5 think I'd like to thank you all and adjourn the 

6 meeting. 

Now, it is unlikely that the combined review of PRM-50-93 and PRM-50-95 adds 
sufficient complexity and data to justify a one year extension to the deadline for 
producing the Technical Analysis that is to be the basis of a recommendation to 
the NRC  Commissioners for action on PRM-50-93 and PRM-50-95.   Certainly, a 
substantial amount of review of PRM-50-93 should have been already completed 
prior to the merging of PRM-50-93 with the recent PRM-50-95.        
 
 
Robert H. Leyse 
P. O. Box 2850 
Sun Valley, ID 83353 
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to  its  res olu tion  of PRM-50-93 and PRM-50-95. 
 
The  2200 degree  Fahrenheit PCT limit is  too  h igh .  The 2200 PCT limit is  
bas ed  on embitterment criteria .  The Baker-J us t equa tion  was  p laced in to  
50.46 and it has  been convenient in  licens ing . Its  current us e  is  fiercely 
defended by the  NRC. 
 
According to analyses funded by NRC, when the Baker-Just correlation is 
applied, the predicted thermal runaway starts at 2600 degrees Fahrenheit, while 
the alternative Cathcart-Pawel correlation of Reg. Guide 1.157 yields runaway at 
2700.  This is detailed on page 28 of PRM-50-93. 
 
At a joint meeting of three ACRS subcommittees on May 31, 2002, there is the 
following pertinent exchange: 
 
MR. LAUBEN: That's it. Sure. No.  
That's an easy and quantifiable way to compare it. It 
just gives you a minimum measure because what's really 
true because of the slope changes so much is that you 
can see a much bigger difference. In general I would 
say I could never achieve turn-around much above 2300 
in the limited 100 calculations I did with Baker-Just 
but I could reach something as close to 2800 with 
Cathcart-Pawel. Now that's – 
 
MEMBER WALLIS: Maybe you need to show 
these calculations. Something more convincing than 
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what we heard today -- 
 
At another point in that joint meeting of three ACRS subcommittees on May 31, 
2002: 
 
MEMBER WALLIS: 2200 has a very iffy 
basis. The only justification really is that it is 
worked over 30 or 40 years. If you are going to 
change it you're going to have to have some really 
good arguments. 
  
However, Member Wallis is wrong.  There is nothing “iffy” about 2200.  At 
Karlsruhe it had already been clearly demonstrated that 2200 is too high and 
there is nothing “iffy” about the fact that 2200 is too high.  An array of 
experiments having multirod assembles of rods with zirconium alloy cladding 
reveal that thermal runaway begins well below the 2600 to 2700 range.  Perhaps 
the most impressive is LOFT LP-FP-2 where thermal runaway of the fuel bundle 
was initiated in the 2060 to 2240 degree Fahrenheit range.  And, the series of 
CORA experiments at Karlsruhe with bundled electrically heated rods having 
Zirconium alloy cladding and uranium fuel pellets, yielded thermal runaway over 
a range from about 1800 to 2200 degrees Fahrenheit. 
  
Although PRM-50-93 is dated November 2009, there is little evidence that the 
NRC has pursued its evaluation.  On April 26, 2010, NRR issued a USER NEED 
REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ANALYSIS OF PETITION FOR RULEMAKING ON 
10 CFR 50.46 (PRM-50-93) and at that time the activity was (finally) assigned a 
high priority.  Quoting from the User Need Request, The requested deliverable 
for this user need is a technical letter report. Your office provided an 
outstanding technical analysis [reference 2] of a similar rulemaking petition, and 
we request the final deliverable for this user need be in this same format. We 
also request that a draft of your report be provided for comment by August 31, 
2010 and the final report by September 30, 2010. We will provide comments on 
the draft within one week of receipt. 
 
However: On October 27, 2010, the NRC published for public comment a notice 
of consolidation of petitions for rulemaking.  The PRMs to be consolidated are 
PRM-50-93 filed by Mark Edward Leyse on November 17, 2009, and PRM-50-95 
filed on June 7, 2010, by Mark Edward Leyse and Raymond Shadis, on behalf of 
the New England Coalition. What Mark Leyse filed on June 7, 2010 was not a 
PRM, it was a 2.206 petition.  It appears that by consolidating these actions by 
Mark Leyse, the NRC has substantially extended the deadline for producing a 
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Technical Letter Report regarding PRM-50-93.  Nevertheless, the priority is 
established by the technical facts that are in the record and high priority attention 
by the NRC reviewers remains warranted.  
 
In fact, Mark Edward Leyse first learned about the extended deadline when the 
ACRS Thermal Hydraulics Phenomena Subcommittee briefly discussed the 
matter on Monday, October 18, 2010.  Mark Leyse and Robert Leyse had jointly 
made a 10 minute presentation, and at the end of the meeting the subcommittee 
discussed the matter as follows: 

CONSULTANT KRESS: I found it very unusual 

17 that public comments are made to the subcommittee. 

18 Those usually go to the full committee. I don't know 

19 what your obligation is with respect to those. 

 

20 CHAIR BANERJEE: I think to report it to 

21 the full committee and ask if – 

 

22 CONSULTANT KRESS: Just report it to the 

23 full committee. 

 

24 CHAIR BANERJEE: ask if they wish it to be 

25 made to the full committee. I don't think that we can 

act on it. 

 

2 CONSULTANT KRESS: No. That was my point. 

3 It has to be acted by the full committee. 
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4 CONSULTANT WALLIS: But if you want a 

5 comment, it looked as if there could be a significant 

6 point here, I mean it's something that is not trivial 

7 to look at and see is there a question here and what's 

8 the evidence for – 

 

9 CHAIR BANERJEE: Has the comments been made 

10 to the staff or is it just to the subcommittee? 

 

11 MR. BAJOREK: This is Steve Bajorek. 

12 Actually there are two petitions in play right now. 

13 The petition they talked about brings up the point 

14 that they Baker-Just is possibly not conservative. He 

15 has the same comment on Cathcart-Pawel. Asks to look 

16 at some of these other test data that he claims we 

17 have not looked at before. 

18 He also submitted – 

 

19 CHAIR BANERJEE: Particularly bundle data. 

 

20 MR. BAJOREK: Bundle, yes. The staff has 

21 put together a small group to start to evaluate these 

22 concerns. We started to take a look at it and another 
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23 petition came in, this one on the behalf of 

24 Connecticut or Yankee, it's a plant that's been up for 

25 relicensing. There are -- 

CONSULTANT WALLIS: Vermont Yankee? 

 

2 MR. BAJOREK: Vermont Yankee, that's right. 

3 Vermont Yankee is being relicensed. They have also put 

4 in a petition on their behalf where they cite many of 

5 the same concerns. Because these petitions are over 

6 lapping, the staff decided they were not going to look 

7 at them individually, they were going to put them 

8 together. We went through our OGC. They said that was 

9 an appropriate thing to do and now the window of time 

10 for evaluating those petitions and those concerns has 

11 been reopened and I think we have another -- I think 

12 we have a year to go through and reevaluate 

13 everything. So there's a group that is looking at 

14 that. 

 

15 CHAIR BANERJEE: So I think we can report 

16 that to the full committee. 

 

17 CONSULTANT WALLIS: But just report that. 
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18 That's all we have to do. 

 

19 MEMBER ABDEL-KHALIK: And I think from the 

20 committee's perspective, we await the staff's 

21 evaluation and we will review the staff's evaluation. 

 

22 MR. BAJOREK: He did make the point that 

23 while there was a user need letter, point out and the 

24 research was supposed to have responded by I think the 

25 end of August. That was the original schedule. But 

because they amended their own petition, and submitted 

2 another petition, OGC decided to lump it together and 

3 that window of time has moved out. 

4 CHAIR BANERJEE: Okay. Well with that, I 

5 think I'd like to thank you all and adjourn the 

6 meeting. 

Now, it is unlikely that the combined review of PRM-50-93 and PRM-50-95 adds 
sufficient complexity and data to justify a one year extension to the deadline for 
producing the Technical Analysis that is to be the basis of a recommendation to 
the NRC  Commissioners for action on PRM-50-93 and PRM-50-95.   Certainly, a 
substantial amount of review of PRM-50-93 should have been already completed 
prior to the merging of PRM-50-93 with the recent PRM-50-95.        
 
 
Robert H. Leyse 
P. O. Box 2850 
Sun Valley, ID 83353 
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Objectives

• Outline development of the safety culture policy 
statement (SCPS)

– Background and Commission Direction

– Outreach Activities

– Final SCPS and Commission Paper
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Background

• 2008 Commission Direction COMGBJ-08-0001
– Review reactor process (ROP); include materials areas and 

Agreement  States; consider security (one policy statement or two 
separate policy statements)

• 2009 Commission Paper SECY 09-0075
– One policy statement incorporating both safety and security

– ROP is effective; strategy for including materials areas and 
Agreement States

• 2009 Commission Direction SRM 09-0075
– Publish one policy statement in FRN; consider vendors/suppliers; 

comport terminology; engage broad range of stakeholders 
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Outreach Activities

• November 2009 FRN based on Commission 
Direction – 120-day comment period
– Public comments:  52 comments having three main issues:

• Clarify policy statement implementation 

• Don’t include “security” in SC definition or traits

• Implications of a policy statement vs. a regulation

• February 2010 Safety Culture Workshop – 3 
days; panel of broad range of stakeholders
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Additional Outreach
May - August, 2010

• NRC staff presented SCPS information at various forums:
– Health Physics Society; Fuel Cycle Information Exchange; 

Institute of Nuclear Materials Management; National 
Conference on Radiation Control; NRC workshop on 
Vendor Oversight, etc.

• Conference call with February workshop panelists and 
members of the public in July 2010
– Review results of public comments on the November 2009 

FRN
– Discuss inclusion of security 
– Received continued endorsement of workshop definition 

and traits
5



Additional Outreach (continued) 
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• September 2010 FRN, Revised Draft SCPS –
30-day comment period
– Included February 2010 workshop SC definition and staff revised 

workshop traits with the traits included in the Statement of Policy 
(SOP); “Security” not included in SC definition or traits--did 
include preamble to address security

– Indicated applicability to vendors and suppliers of safety-related 
components

– Included Commission’s expectation that Agreement States 
support a positive SC within their regulated communities

– Asked whether the INPO Validation Study results should be 
considered



Additional Outreach (continued)

• September 2010 FRN, Revised Draft SCPS 
– Public comments – 23 comments having two main 

issues:
• Distinction should be made between different types 

of licensees in the policy statement, and credit 
given to those with existing SC practices

• Stakeholders requested continued involvement, 
through workshops and other outreach methods, 
during implementation (Tier 3) of the SCPS

• Final one-day Public Meeting held on September 28, 
2010
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Safety Culture Workshop 
February 2010

• Panel of 16 stakeholders with various affiliations 
(e.g., reactors, OAS, medical facilities, fuel cycle 
facilities, gauge manufacturers, and members of 
the public)

• Panelists worked together, in breakout sessions 
with other attendees, and reached alignment on a 
definition and 8 traits of a positive SC

• Definition and traits use common terminology
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Safety Culture Definition 

Nuclear Safety Culture is the core values 
and behaviors resulting from a collective 
commitment by leaders and individuals to 
emphasize safety over competing goals to 

ensure protection of people and the 
environment.
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Safety Culture Traits
• Leadership Safety Values and Actions
• Personal Accountability
• Work Processes 
• Continuous Learning
• Problem Identification and Resolution 
• Environment for Raising Concerns  
• Effective Safety Communication
• Respectful Work Environment
• Questioning Attitude
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Tiers for Development and 
Implementation of the SCPS
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Current activities: Definition and Traits

Traits

Set of high level descriptions of what constitutes 
a strong safety culture 
• Applies to everyone who engages in NRC 

licensed activities 
• Speak to all levels of the organization

SC Definition

Overarching definition that applies to all of the 
nuclear industry
• Easy to understand
• Timeless
• Inclusive 

Tier 1

Application

Illustrates how the high level descriptions are 
translated to lower level descriptions that are 
implemented in different environments
• Describes programs, processes, procedures, 

practices, behaviors, etc.
• Details may vary depending on licensee type 

and environment (potential for different sets)

Next step:  Implementation

Tier 2

Tier 3



February 2010 Workshop
“Tier 3” Exercise

Example of “Leadership” Activities
• Management is in the field enforcing standards
• Commitment to maintaining equipment
• Resolves conflict
• Rewards safe behavior
• Rewards (incentives) and sanctions used to reinforce 

desired positive nuclear safety behaviors
• Respects differing opinions
• Actions match words
• Schedules are realistic and do not challenge safety 

standards
12



Why These Traits?

• Benchmarked domestic and international 
terminology/standards – used as a starting point

• Revised/modified with stakeholder input through 
workshops and public meetings

• Supported by independent (INPO) validation 
study

• General language allows for tailoring for specific 
licensees in implementation phase
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Preamble

Experience has shown that certain personal and organizational 
traits are present in a positive safety culture.  A trait, in this 

case, is a pattern of thinking, feeling, and behaving that 
emphasizes safety, particularly in goal conflict situations, e.g.,
production vs. safety, schedule vs. safety, and cost of the effort
vs. safety.  It should be noted that although the term “security”
is not expressly included in these traits, safety and security are 

the primary pillars of the NRC’s regulatory mission.
Consequently, consideration of both safety and security issues, 
commensurate with their significance, is an underlying principle

of this Statement of Policy.  
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Proposed Final Draft SCPS/SECY
• Definition and traits of positive SC included in 

Statement of Policy 
• “Questioning Attitude” added as 9th trait to address 

complacency
• Preamble addresses security
• Regulated community needs to be mindful of potential 

negative effects certain programs (i.e., incentive 
programs) can have on safety

• Recognition of diversity of regulated entities
• Applicable to vendors and suppliers of safety-related 

components
• Implementation is not directly addressed
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Next Steps

• Provide proposed Final Statement of Policy to 
Commission with Commission Briefing 
scheduled for January 24, 2011

• Commission Direction

• Implementation Phase

– Stakeholder involvement with program offices for  
“Tier 3”

– OE will continue to work with program offices and 
support activities during implementation phase 
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NRC SCPS Implementation (Projected)

• NRR
– Engage stakeholders within ROP self-assessment construct
– Incorporate SC guidance into RTR inspection process, where 

applicable
• NRO

– Assess need for changes in IMC 0613 and IMC 2505
– Coordinate NRO actions with ROP changes

• NMSS
– Address safety culture in broader oversight process evaluations 

for FC facilities, ISFSIs, cask vendors
– Outreach to stakeholders as part of any oversight process 

revisions
• FSME

– Evaluate ways to incorporate SC into on-going NUREG-1556 
and IMC 1246 updates

– Work with Agreement States to leverage their best practices
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Key Messages

• Two year effort with considerable outreach

• SC definition and traits supported by 
stakeholders

• Stakeholders to remain involved in 
implementation phase

• Requesting a letter of recommendation from 
ACRS to the Commission
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List of Acronyms
• FC – Fuel Cycle
• FRN – Federal Register Notice
• INPO – Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
• IMC 0613 – Documenting 10 CFRPart52 

Construction and Test Inspections
• IMC 1246 – Formal Qualification Programs in 

the Nuclear Materials Safety and Safeguards 
Area

• IMC 2505 – Periodic Assessment of 
Construction Inspection Program Results
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List of Acronyms (continued)

• ISFSI – Independent Spent Fuel Storage 
Installation

• NUREG-1556 – Consolidated Guidance about 
Materials Licensees

• ROP – Reactor Oversight Process
• RTR – Research and Test Reactor
• SC – Safety Culture
• SCPS – Safety Culture Policy Statement
• SECY – Synonymous with Commission Paper
• SOP – Statement of Policy
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