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MEMORANDUM TO:   Stewart L. Magruder, Branch Chief 
    Small Modular Reactor Licensing Branch 1 
    Division of Advanced Reactors and Rulemaking 
    Office of New Reactors 
 
FROM:    Joseph F. Williams, Senior Project Manager 
    Small Modular Reactor Licensing Branch 1           /RA/ 
    Division of Advanced Reactors and Rulemaking 
    Office of New Reactors 
 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF JULY 23, 2013, MEETING KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

FOR THE CLINCH RIVER CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 
APPLICATION AND COORDINATION WITH mPOWER DESIGN 
CERTIFICATION APPLICATION 

 
 
On July 23, 2013, representatives of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) and Generation 
mPower (GmP) met with members of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff to 
discuss TVA’s “key assumptions” for its planned construction permit (CP) application for the 
Clinch River site, and how that application will be coordinated with the planned design 
certification (DC) application for the mPower small modular reactor.  A list of meeting 
participants is provided in the Enclosure.  Materials presented by TVA are available through the 
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS).  The slide presentation 
can be found at ADAMS accession number ML13205A183.  A summary of the meeting is 
provided below. 
 
In late 2010 and early 2011, the NRC staff and TVA discussed assumptions being made by TVA 
to support development of the CP application for mPower reactors at the Clinch River site near 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee.  After meetings and an exchange of correspondence, NRC staff 
indicated that it had no objections to TVA’s assumptions.  At that time, it was expected that the 
CP application would be made before the mPower DC application.  As described in an April 9, 
2013, NRC staff letter1, that sequence of events has changed.  As a result, TVA was requested 
to review its assumptions and inform the NRC of any changes.  TVA responded to the NRC’s 
request on June 14, 20132, providing its assessment of the current state of its assumptions.  
The NRC’s letter also proposed that a meeting be planned to discuss the assumptions, and 
coordination of the CP and DC applications, leading to the meeting described in this summary. 
 
 
 

                                                            
1 “Responses to Regulatory Issue Summary 2012-12 and Coordination of U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Review of Planned Construction Permit and Design Certification Applications,” April 9, 2013, Agencywide Documents 
Access and Management System (ADAMS) accession number ML13093A357. 
2 “Revision to the Key Assumptions Letter for the Possible Licensing and Construction of Small Modular Reactor 
Modules at the Clinch River Site,” June 14, 2013, ADAMS accession number ML13191B262. 
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TVA and GmP staff emphasized a mutual commitment to a standard design approach, 
characterizing their plan as “one design/one review.”  TVA’s presentation stated that 
implementation of one of the key assumptions had been affected by the revised CP and DC 
application sequence, but the underlying purpose of the assumption to use a standard design 
approach was unchanged.   
 
Presently, GmP expects to submit the mPower DC application in September 2014, while TVA 
plans the Clinch River CP submittal in June 2015.  NRC review of these applications will 
proceed in parallel.  GmP projects that the DC review and associated rulemaking will be 
complete in 2018.  Assuming that NRC completes the CP review and associated mandatory 
hearing in 3 years, TVA plans to submit an operating license application in 2019.  As experience 
is gained during construction, GmP anticipates that changes to the certified design might be 
desirable, so an update of the certification may be requested.  NRC staff noted that there is a 
high threshold for certified design changes, which GmP should consider as part of its planning.   
 
TVA and GmP described how they plan to maintain consistency between the CP and DC 
applications.  It is anticipated that revisions to the CP application will lag behind changes made 
to the DC application as a result of NRC’s review.  In addition, there will often be differences in 
content between the CP and DC applications, as described in the TVA and GmP presentation.  
These factors will add complexity to the NRC’s review.  NRC staff stated that it is expected that 
there will be a high degree of synergy between the reviews, but noted that distinctions in the 
submittals and associated products mean that the two reviews will not be identical. 
 
NRC staff also noted that a recent report on new reactor licensing lessons learned3 provides 
insight on how to improve timeliness and effectiveness of licensing reviews.  NRC plans to 
conduct pre-submittal audits approximately 6 months before planned receipt of submittals to 
confirm the planned application has sufficient information.  NRC staff at the meeting informed 
TVA and GmP that the agency is revising its guidance for conducting acceptance reviews, 
including setting a standard that an application is sufficient for the staff to conduct its review as 
opposed to adequate to begin the review. 
 
Meeting participants discussed projected review schedules.  NRC is planning aggressive 
schedules for reviews, targeting a certification review in as little as 30 months, for example.  
However, GmP and TVA were cautioned that meeting an aggressive schedule will require high 
quality applications, with timely responses to NRC requests for additional information.  A high 
level of performance is required across all topics, as inability to successfully address a single 
critical path issue can lengthen the schedule, even if all other safety and environmental issues 
are resolved.  Meeting participants agreed that it will be beneficial to discuss schedule 
expectations and development details in a future meeting. 
 
TVA and GmP described how the content of the DC design control document (DCD) will be 
used to develop the preliminary safety analysis report (PSAR) supporting the CP application.  
While much of the PSAR will match the DCD, there are criteria being applied that will lead to 
differences in content.  The NRC staff noted that issues can arise where there will be 
differences in the content of the applications.  For example, even if an issue is addressed 
adequately in the DCD for the purposes of the certification, it is possible that if the PSAR has 
less information on that topic, additional information may be required to provide adequate 

                                                            
3 “Bipartisan Policy Center Report Recommendations on the New Reactor Licensing Process”, April 18, 2013, 
ADAMS accession number ML13059A240. 
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documentation of acceptability for the CP review.  The NRC staff also noted that the findings 
required for issuance of a construction permit (defined in 10 CFR 50.35) are different from the 
findings for issuing a design certification (defined in 10 CFR 52.54), so even if the application 
content is the same, there will be some distinctions in the staff’s conclusions.  However, the staff 
said that if a topic is addressed acceptably in the DC review, it is expected that it can be found 
acceptable in the CP review, assuming an adequate level of information is provided in the 
PSAR. 
 
Typically, the NRC staff’s evaluation of a construction permit provides only preliminary approval 
of plant design features and specification.  However, it was noted that 10 CFR 50.35 includes 
provisions for final NRC approval of design features or specifications if such approval is 
specifically requested by an applicant.  Meeting participants briefly discussed the possibility of 
such a request for Clinch River.  It is expected that considerable information will be available for 
the mPower design which may make it practical to obtain NRC approval on some aspects of the 
design for the CP.  A number of issues need to be considered beforehand, such as what 
process would be used to modify or amend a construction permit if it is determined a design 
change for an approved feature is necessary or desirable.  Meeting participants agreed 
additional discussions to address legal and technical issues will be needed if this course of 
action is contemplated. 
 
Meeting participants discussed interactions and meetings projected over the next several 
months.  Technical issues for discussion in preparation for the Clinch River CP application 
include TVA’s flooding analysis, groundwater analysis, and geology, seismology, and 
geotechnical analyses.  TVA is also gathering environmental information in anticipation of 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement, and expects to discuss these activities with the 
NRC staff.  TVA also indicated interest in readiness review discussions with NRC for the PSAR 
and environmental report.  NRC staff agreed these are important topics, and also suggested 
that a meeting with a cross section of NRC review staff could be beneficial to inform them of 
plans for the CP and DC applications.  NRC staff also said that it expects to send a reply to 
TVA’s June 14, 2013, letter.   
 
NRC staff asked what information TVA expects to provide to address severe accident mitigation 
alternatives. TVA replied that it is expected that this issue will be addressed predominately in 
the operating license application. 
 
NRC staff stated that it is supportive of the TVA and GmP’s approach.  Additional discussions 
as outlined above should help identify challenges and solutions in a timely manner before 
receipt of the applications. 
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Email 
Alan.Levin@areva.com   (Alan Levin) 
APH@NEI.org   (Adrian Heymer) 
asi@ornl.gov   (Anita Benn) 
awc@nei.org   (Anne W. Cottingham) 
badwan@lanl.gov   (Faris Badwan) 
bevans@enercon.com   (Bob Evans) 
cee@nei.org 
charles.bagnal@ge.com   (Charles Bagnal) 
chm3@aol.com   (Clyde Morton) 
collinlj@westinghouse.com   (Leslie Collins) 
cposlusny@babcock.com   (Chester Poslusny) 
curtisslaw@gmail.com   (Jim Curtiss) 
d.weaver@holtec.com   (Doug Weaver) 
david.hinds@ge.com   (David Hinds) 
david.lewis@pillsburylaw.com   (David Lewis) 
dlfulton@southernco.com   (Dale Fulton) 
don.tormey@iub.iowa.gov 
dsafer@comcast.net   (Don Safer) 
duane.fournier@iub.iowa.gov 
ed.burns@earthlink.net   (Ed Burns) 
elyman@ucsusa.org   (Ed Lyman) 
erg-xl@cox.net   (Eddie R. Grant) 
eroeste1@bechtel.com   (Eric Oesterle) 
ewallace@nuscalepower.com   (Ed Wallace) 
exa@nei.org   (Ellen Anderson) 
F.Shahrokhi@AREVA.Com   (Farshid Shahrokhi) 
flowerspa@ornl.gov   (Paula Flowers) 
frank.bodine@oca.iowa.gov   (Frank Bodine) 
gcesare@enercon.com   (Guy Cesare) 
gmokulczyk@energysolutions.com   (Gair Okulczyk) 
gmorg50@hotmail.com   (Garry Morgan) 
hickste@earthlink.net   (Thomas Hicks) 
jahalfinger@babcock.com   (Jeff Halfinger) 
james1.beard@ge.com   (James Beard) 
jason.parker@pillsburylaw.com   (Jason Parker) 
jcsaldar@bechtel.com   (James Saldarini) 
jerald.head@ge.com  (Jerald Head) 
Jim.Kinsey@inl.gov  (James Kinsey) 
jim.sundermeyer@iub.iowa.gov 
JNR@NuScalePower.com   (Jose N. Reyes) 
jrappe@nuscalepower.com   (Jodi Rappe) 
kerri.johannsen@iub.iowa.gov 
klingcl@westinghouse.com   (Charles Kling) 
kouhestani@msn.com   (Amir Kouhestani) 
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krrowe@tva.gov   (Kevin R. Rowe) 
KSutton@morganlewis.com   (Kathryn M. Sutton) 
Kwelter@NuScalePower.com   (Kent Welter) 
larry.shi@oca.iowa.gov   (Larry Shi) 
larry.stevens@iub.iowa.gov 
laura.andrews@CNSC-CCSN.GC.CA   (Laura Andrews) 
lchandler@morganlewis.com   (Lawrence J. Chandler) 
lgorenflo@gmail.com   (L. Gorenflo) 
libby.jacobs@iub.iowa.gov 
luther.jones@dzatlantic.com   (Luther B. Jones) 
mack.thompson@iub.iowa.gov 
maria.webb@pillsburylaw.com   (Maria Webb) 
mark.a.giles@dom.com   (Mark Giles) 
mark.holbrook@inl.gov   (Mark Holbrook) 
mark@npva.net 
martha.shields@nuclear.energy.gov   (Martha Shields) 
matias.travieso-diaz@pillsburylaw.com   (Matias Travieso-Diaz) 
murawski@newsobserver.com   (John Murawski) 
nanako@wcore.com   (Nanako Hisamichi) 
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patriciaL.campbell@ge.com   (Patricia L. Campbell) 
Paul@beyondnuclear.org   (Paul Gunter) 
PLorenzini@NuScalePower.com   (Paul Lorenzini) 
poorewpiiI@ornl.gov   (Willis P. Poore III) 
pshastings@generationmpower.com  (Peter Hastings) 
rbarrett@astminc.com   (Richard Barrett) 
rnicholas@ge.com   (Robert Nicholas) 
ronald.polle@oca.iowa.gov 
RSnuggerud@NuScalePower.com   (Ross Snuggerud) 
Sandra@sandrakgoss.com   (Sandra Goss) 
sara@cleanenergy.org 
sfrantz@morganlewis.com   (Stephen P. Frantz) 
shobbs@enercon.com   (Sam Hobbs) 
SiteDCC-mpower@babcock.com   (Document Control) 
smirsky@nuscalepower.com   (Steve Mirsky) 
smsloan@babcock.com   (Sandra Sloan) 
spellmandj@ornl.gov   (Donald J. Spellman) 
stan.wolf@iub.iowa.gov 
stephan.moen@ge.com   (Stephan Moen) 
t.sensue@holtec.com   (Terry Sensue) 
tfeigenbaum@generationmpower.com  (Ted Feigenbaum) 
tgado@roe.com   (Burns & Roe) 
timothy.beville@nuclear.energy.gov   (Timothy Beville) 
tom.miller@nuclear.energy.gov   (Thomas P. Miller) 
TomClements329@cs.com   (Tom Clements) 
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trsmith@winston.com   (Tyson Smith) 
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W.E.SMIT@southernco.com   (William Smith) 
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