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February 12, 2013

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Re: Florida Power & Light Company
Proposed Turkey Point Units 6 and 7
Docket Nos. 52-040 and 52-041
Status of Actions to Address NRC COLA Review Schedule Letter dated May 4, 2012

Reference:

1. NRC Letter to FPL dated May 4, 2012, Turkey Point Nuclear Plant Units 6 and 7
Combined License Application Review Schedule

2. FPL Letter L-2012-228 to NRC dated May 11, 2012, Response to NRC COLAReview Schedule Letter dated May 4, 2012

3. Summary of a Public Meeting Between the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
and Florida Power & Light Concerning Request for Information Response Issues for
the Combined License Application for Turkey Point Units 6 and 7, dated
August 8, 2012

4. Summary of the Public Meeting to Discuss Environmental Requests for Additional
Information Draft Responses Relating to the Alternative Site Selection Process for
Florida Power and Light's Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 Combined License
Application, dated January 3, 2013

5. Notice of Forthcoming Public Teleconference to Follow Up on Action Items from the
December 7, 2012, Public Meeting Relating to the Alternative Sites Selection
Process for Florida Power and Light's Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 Combined
License Application, dated January 17, 2013

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) notified Florida Power & Light Company (FPL)
by letter dated May 4, 2012 (Reference 1) that the NRC staff had identified two issues that
were affecting the ability of the NRC staff to complete the safety and environmental
reviews for the combined license (COL) application (COLA) for the proposed Turkey Point
Units 6 and 7. The affected areas were (1) geology, seismology, and geotechnical
engineering and (2) the alternative site analysis. Additionally, the NRC also requested that
FPL: 1) conduct an internal audit of its quality assurance processes and management
oversight processes that were in place when FPL performed the work submitted as part of
its COLA application in these areas; 2) conduct an "extent of condition" quality assurance
(QA) audit of FPL's contractor that performed this work and any other work that FPL's
contractor has performed on the Turkey Point Units 6 and 7 COLA, and 3) inform NRC of
its findings and any corrective actions taken in the development of its revised application
materials for the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) Sections 2.5.1-2.5.5 to mitigate the
deficiencies.
Florida Power & Light Company

700 Universe Boulevard, Juno Beach, FL 33408
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FPL responded to the NRC in a letter dated May 11, 2012 (Reference 2), outlining actions
that FPL had already taken and would take in the future to address the two issues and
provide the NRC with the focus of the QA audit that had been initiated. On July 24, 2012
(Reference 3) FPL met with the NRC staff to provide the results of the actions requested
by the NRC in Reference 1 and outlined FPL's approach for and status of revisions to the
geology, seismology, and geotechnical engineering requests for additional information
(RAIs). FPL has also continued to work with the NRC to address concerns related to the
alternative site selection process.

The purpose of this letter is to provide the NRC a status of the actions taken in response to
the May 4, 2012 letter.

1) Quality Assurance Audit

As requested by the NRC staff, the results of FPL's QA audit were presented and
discussed as part of the public meeting on July 24, 2012.

The audit concluded that NRC concerns identified in Reference 1, regarding RAI
responses that were unclear, incomplete, or based on conclusions that were not
supported by the references provided, were valid. It also noted that specific corrective
actions were committed to by both the Project Team and the COLA contractor. All
corrective actions were verified as completed by December 13, 2012. Additional detail
is provided in Attachment 1.

2) Alternative Sites Analysis

Eighteen draft RAI responses for the alternative sites analysis were provided to the
NRC for discussion at a public meeting with the NRC and U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) on December 7, 2012 (Reference 4).

Based on the results of that meeting, 11 RAIs were finalized and submitted to the NRC.
Five of the remaining draft RAIs were the subject of a public teleconference with the
NRC and USACE on February 1, 2013 (Reference 5). During this public
teleconference, NRC provided acceptance of RAI 6353 (9.3.1-1) and clarification on
RAI 6353 (9.3.1-10). Based on this acceptance, FPL submitted its final response to
RAI 6353 (9.3.1-1) on February 6, 2013. For RAI 6353 (9.3.1-3) previously submitted
as a final response, NRC committed to providing further information needs in a RAI
6353 (9.3.1-3) supplement by February 15, 2013. FPL currently plans on submitting its
final and supplemental responses to RAI 6353 (9.3.1-10 and 9.3.1-3, respectively) by
March 29, 2013. Finally, for RAI 6353 (9.3.1-11) and RAI 6879 (Questions 1 through 4),
NRC and USACE committed to continue caucusing on the clarifications provided by
FPL and providing further clarification needs, information, and/or decisions to FPL.

FPL is committed to maintaining the current March 29, 2013 submittal schedule for
these remaining RAIs; however, the nature, extent, and further clarifications needed to
the draft responses provided to the NRC and USACE may necessitate a revision to that
submittal schedule.
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3) Geology, Seismology, and Geotechnical Engineering

Based on discussions between NRC Staff and FPL, 60 RAI draft responses in the
areas of geology, seismology, and geotechnical engineering that FPL determined
needed to be revised have been provided to the NRC. The submittal of these draft RAI
responses commenced in September 2012 with the final draft response being
submitted by email on January 22, 2013.

It is anticipated that the responses will be discussed at a future public meeting between
FPL technical staff and the NRC technical staff. Based on the results of the public
meeting, a schedule will be developed for issuance of the final responses to the NRC.

As the efforts with the alternate site evaluation come to closure, FPL requests that the
NRC issue a revised milestone schedule for the environmental review. Also, as the efforts
with FSAR 2.5.1 through 2.5.5 come to closure, FPL requests that the NRC issue a
revised milestone schedule for the safety review. Additionally, the QA audit report and
associated surveillance reports are available for inspection.

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact me at
561-691-7490.

Sincerely,

William Maher
Senior Licensing Director - New Nuclear Projects

WDM/RFB

Attachment: Summary of QA Audit Findings & Corrective Actions

cc:
PTN 6 & 7 Project Manager, AP1000 Projects Branch 1, USNRC DNRL/NRO
Regional Administrator, Region II, USNRC
Senior Resident Inspector, USNRC, Turkey Point Plant 3 & 4
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Summary of QA Audit Findings & Corrective Actions

As requested in Reference 1, FPL conducted "an internal audit of its quality assurance
processes and management oversight processes that were in place when FPL
performed the work submitted as part of its COLA application in these areas" and "an
"extent of condition" quality assurance (QA) audit of FPL's contractor that performed this
work and any other work that FPL's contractor has performed on the Turkey Point Units
6 and 7 COLA".

The audit was conducted in May 2012. FPL had taken action in January 2012 to utilize
the services of an independent third party subject matter expert (SME). After the initial
review, in the March-April 2012 time frame, the SME reached the same conclusion as
the NRC with respect to the RAIs in that there was incomplete technical information or
errors and that positions taken were not appropriately justified. The SME review of all
2.5.1, 2.5.2, 2.5.3, and 2.5.4 RAIs was completed in July 2012.

As part of the May 2012 audit, an extent of condition review was completed. The review
noted that additional errors had been found in other areas, but had been self-identified
and corrected. Efforts to identify errors were more successful outside of the FSAR 2.5
context primarily due to considerable FPL expertise in the areas outside of subsurface
investigation, so the particular factors contributing to FSAR 2.5 issues were not
systemic to the balance of the COLA.

After discussions with the NRC staff, a public meeting was held with FPL and the NRC.
The purpose of the meeting was to present the results of FPL's QA audit and to discuss
the proposed resolutions of the identified technical issues. The meeting was held on
July 24, 2012. (Reference 2)
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Summary of Audit Findings

" FPL submittals of September and October 2011 associated with FSAR Chapter 2.5
Requests for Additional Information (RAI) were of poor quality. FPL review and
approval processes that were in place at the time failed to detect and correct the
problems.

- SME review of the issues described in the NRC letter confirmed that the NRC
comments concerning incomplete information and technical errors in the FPL RAI
submittals of September and October 2011 were valid and that specific areas
had not been adequately addressed in the RAI responses.

- The failures fell into two broad categories: 1) Failure to answer the question
presented, and 2) Failure to technically justify the position taken.

" FPL Project Oversight of the issues associated with FSAR Chapter 2.5 was not
satisfactory.

- Although the approach utilized for the oversight of COLA contractor activities was
consistent with current industry practice, this approach failed to detect the
deficient responses that were provided to the NRC.

- FPL QA Oversight did not recognize the deficiencies in this area.

" On an overall basis, administrative compliance with the FPL process for the
preparation of responses to RAIs is satisfactory. One deficiency was noted:

- The process failed to identify the need for additional measures to confirm the
accuracy of the answers to questions associated with FSAR Chapter 2.5.

" On an overall basis, FPL has a satisfactory framework in place for compliance with
New Nuclear Program (NNP) regulatory requirements. The integration of the NNP
process with the provisions of the existing Quality Assurance Topical Report is
satisfactory.

* On an overall basis, compliance with the requirements of the COLA contractor NNP
Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) is satisfactory. Deficiencies were identified
in the following areas:

- There was no independent COLA contractor QA Oversight associated with
the responses to RAIs associated with FSAR Chapter 2.5.

- Issues contained in the NRC May 4, 2012 letter concerning the quality of Chapter
2.5 RAI submittals were not entered into the COLA contractor Corrective Action
Program in a timely manner.
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" Execution of the COLA contractor RAI response process was not satisfactory.
Deficiencies were identified in the following specific areas:

- In several instances compliance was not maintained with the requirement for
independence between the preparers and reviewers of documents.

- Activities associated with a Technical Advisory Group, which was convened to
address sub-surface investigation, were concluded without all of the relevant
questions having been answered.

" COLA Contractor oversight of the NNP Project was not satisfactory.

- COLA contractor QA oversight did not include a review of RAI response activities
in the area with the greatest number of RAIs (Section 2.5, Geological, Seismic,
and Geotechnical).

" An extent of condition review found that the FPL and COLA contractor preparation
and review process for COLA documents beyond those associated with FSAR
Section 2.5 has also experienced some problems.

- Lower level review activities have not always satisfactorily detected and
addressed errors that have occurred during the COLA application process.

Corrective Actions - FPL

" In January 2012, FPL obtained additional independent technical resources (third
party subject matter experts (SMEs)) to perform 100% review of all FSAR 2.5 RAI
responses for technical adequacy. The additional SMEs are technically qualified and
will remain in place through the remaining application work.

* The COLA contractor was directed to perform technical evaluation of subcontractor
work.

* Project procedures were revised to clarify expectations for use of internal and
external subject matter experts in the RAI review process.

" A "double review" process for FSAR 2.5 RAI responses prepared by COLA
subcontractor was instituted to allow FPL and the third party subject matter experts
to review both the preliminary draft and final draft RAIs to provide input to ensure the
RAIs were technically correct, defensible, and answered the question.

o A formal training session for FPL reviewers was conducted regarding their role in
reviewing RAI responses. Training emphasized that the RAI response answer the
question posed by the NRC, statements or conclusions made in the response must
have sufficient justification, the response must flow correctly, and reviewers will be
given sufficient time to review the RAI responses.

" Lessons learned from Chapter 2.5 have been used to improve the sensitivity to all
technical areas of the application.
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Corrective Actions - COLA Contractor

" Performed a review of the conditions that led to the poor quality RAI responses.
Reviewed other FSAR 2.5 related RAI responses and other safety related responses
(Non FSAR 2.5) to determine extent of condition.

" Revised project procedure so that it clearly states that sub-discipline leads are
responsible for assigning independent, qualified checkers to check engineering
deliverables from their sub-discipline.

" Desk top instruction was revised to specify the actions to be taken when many RAI
responses are due at the same time and provides a detailed response protocol.

" Desk top instruction was revised to provide method to minimize errors in response to
RAls.

" Training was conducted to all concerned Geotechnical & Hydraulic Engineering
Services personnel to reinforce the use of human performance tools and a booklet
was issued to all with the applicable tools to be used.

" Licensing engineers have attended a technical writing course to enhance skills in
this area.

" Reviewed the primary surveillance and audit procedures resulting in recommended
changes to the procedure.

" Reviewed all surveillance reports completed to date to verify that the information
presented is reflective of the work being performed.

" The Quality Assurance guide for COL Oversight was revised to spend additional
oversight on the safety related aspects of the COL.

" The surveillance plan was revised to differentiate between safety and non-safety
sections of the COL, and to specifically address more safety related activities.

" Lessons learned from FSAR Chapter 2.5 have been used to improve the sensitivity
to all technical areas of the application.

References:

1 . NRC Letter to FPL dated May 4, 2012, Turkey Point Nuclear Plant Units 6 and 7
Combined License Application Review Schedule

2. Summary of a Public Meeting Between the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
and Florida Power & Light Concerning Request for Information Response Issues for
the Combined License Application for Turkey Point Units 6 and 7, dated
August 8, 2012


