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Chazell, Russell

From: Gary Becker [gbecker@nuscalepower.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2013 3:38 PM
To: Chazell, Russell
Subject: RE: Comments for Jan 8 FQ for Merchant Plants meeting

Russ, 
 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to submit my comments on behalf of NuScale Power. My two comments are: 
 
 
 
NuScale Power would like to reiterate our support for NEI’s proposal to use a COL license condition to support the 
financial qualification finding. NuScale is a vendor of a flexible and scalable SMR technology that is particularly suited 
to merchant plant applications, and the proposed license condition model would help ensure access to important 
prospective markets for this emerging technology. We believe the proposed approach will ensure the protection of 
public health and safety because it provides for regulatory review in the COL application of the appropriateness of 
cost estimates for construction and the standards to be met by prospective financial sources, while allowing for 
verification before construction that the necessary funds are available. Thus, we believe the proposed approach can 
appropriately address public safety interests, while also affording the flexibility needed for merchant plant projects to 
secure necessary financing to invest in the next generation of nuclear power. 
 
Also, I would like to comment on the relationship of the financial qualification determination as it relates to safety, 
specifically for the construction phase of a COL. Discussed today was that financial qualification (FQ) is one tool the 
NRC uses to help protect public and environmental safety, with other processes (such as reactor oversight and quality 
assurance) playing a significant role as well. I have no doubt that a finding an applicant is financially qualified to 
construct a plant can serve an important safety purpose, but I’d also like to suggest that the relationship between FQ 
for construction and operational safety has evolved with changes to the regulatory structure. When the FQ rules were 
originally promulgated, the licensing process involved a construction permit (CP) application that contained, by 
today’s standards, a mere skeleton of a plant design. Detailed plant design, including of important safety systems, 
often occurred after receipt of a CP coincident with ongoing plant construction. Thus, the cost estimate and financial 
resources submitted for NRC review would to a large extent reflect costs of continued design of the plant, including 
safety-important features. While an additional FQ finding would be made at the operating license stage, by that point 
the plant would be substantially complete in terms of both design and construction. NRC would of course review the 
safety of the final design and construction that had occurred, presumably it would be more feasible and preferable 
that a licensee design and construct the plant with the appropriate level of safety during the CP phase, rather than to 
later rectify any deficiencies in order to receive an OL. To the extent that financial health might help ensure safe and 
responsible licensee behavior, a FQ finding for construction, then, would verify not only that the applicant had the 
resources to procure and build a safe facility, but also had the resources to design a safe facility. Today, especially 
under a COL paradigm, an applicant must submit significantly more scope and detail of plant design in order to secure 
a license to construct, and correspondingly NRC’s pre-construction design review is significantly broader. Thus, while a 
construction FQ finding remains a factor for protecting safety to the extent it might prevent construction “shortcuts” 
that could negatively impact operational safety, the level of pre-construction design and review suggests that FQ for 
construction may play a reduced role in ensuring the plant is safely designed. As the staff considers the policy aspects 
of the FQ license condition proposal, I submit that the role of construction FQ  seems to have evolved; the current 
relationship between construction FQ  and operational safety should be considered when evaluating the safety of 
NEI’s license condition proposal. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 



2

 

Gary Becker 
Licensing Engineer 
 

NuScale Power 
1100 NE Circle Blvd. Suite 350, Corvallis, OR 97330 
Office: 541-360-0549 
Cell: 352-422-3838 
Email: gbecker@nuscalepower.com 
 

From: Chazell, Russell [mailto:Russell.Chazell@nrc.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 10:13 AM 
To: Gary Becker 
Subject: RE: Call-in for Jan 8 FQ for Merchant Plants meeting 
 
Hi Gary, 
 
Yes, please send me your comments and I’ll put them in the ADAMS package. 
 
Best regards, 
Russ 
 
Russell E. Chazell 
Project Manager 
Policy Branch 
Division of Advanced Reactors and Rulemaking 
Office of New Reactors 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop: T-6E04M 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
301-415-5003 
russell.chazell@nrc.gov 
 

From: Gary Becker [mailto:gbecker@nuscalepower.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 11:49 AM 
To: Chazell, Russell 
Subject: RE: Call-in for Jan 8 FQ for Merchant Plants meeting 
 
Russ, 
 
Thanks for the information. The meeting was very interesting, but unfortunately I was apparently having phone 
difficulties when you opened it up for phone comments. Is there a means by which I can submit after-the-fact my 
comments for staff consideration, so that they’ll be captured on the meeting record? 
 
Thank you, 
 

Gary Becker 
Licensing Engineer 
 

NuScale Power 
1100 NE Circle Blvd. Suite 350, Corvallis, OR 97330 
Office: 541-360-0549 
Cell: 352-422-3838 
Email: gbecker@nuscalepower.com 
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From: Chazell, Russell [mailto:Russell.Chazell@nrc.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 5:16 AM 
To: Gary Becker 
Subject: RE: Call-in for Jan 8 FQ for Merchant Plants meeting 
 
PS, at this point, we’re not sure what presentations will be offered.  The NRC will not have a formal one. 
 

From: Chazell, Russell  
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 8:15 AM 
To: 'Gary Becker' 
Subject: RE: Call-in for Jan 8 FQ for Merchant Plants meeting 
 
Good Morning Mr. Becker, 
 
The call-in number is 800-369-2038 and the passcode is 36736. 
 
Best regards, 
Russ 
 
Russell E. Chazell 
Project Manager 
Policy Branch 
Division of Advanced Reactors and Rulemaking 
Office of New Reactors 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Mail Stop: T-6E04M 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
301-415-5003 
russell.chazell@nrc.gov 
 
 

From: Gary Becker [mailto:gbecker@nuscalepower.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 4:23 PM 
To: Chazell, Russell 
Subject: Call-in for Jan 8 FQ for Merchant Plants meeting 
 
Mr. Chazell, 
 
Can you please provide me the teleconference information for the upcoming subject meeting? Also, will presentation 
materials be available for remote participants? Thank you. 
 

Gary Becker 
Licensing Engineer 
 

NuScale Power 
1100 NE Circle Blvd. Suite 350, Corvallis, OR 97330 
Office: 541-360-0549 
Cell: 352-422-3838 
Email: gbecker@nuscalepower.com 
 


