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A. Background 
 
By letter dated April 18, 2013, Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (Progress Energy) submitted a 
request for exemption from the AP1000 rule and a description of associated design change 
departure from the AP1000 Design Control Document (DCD) Revision 19 (Reference 1).  
Progress Energy determined that this design change required them to notify the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) for review of the proposed change in accordance with Interim 
Staff Guidance DC/COL-ISG-011, “Finalizing Licensing-basis Information.”  The Levy Nuclear 
Plant Combined License Application incorporates the AP1000 DCD by reference. 
 
The design change modifies the interior of the containment vessel in support of the condensate 
return portion of the passive core cooling system.  The changes involve the addition of 
components to tables contained in Tier 1 of the DCD and associated changes to Tier 2 tables 
and figures.  Progress Energy justified this exemption from the certified design as necessary 
because application of the current generic certified design information would not achieve the 
underlying purpose of the rule. 
 
Progress Energy’s submittal includes a report developed in conjunction with Westinghouse 
Electric Company, LLC (Westinghouse) for the AP1000 that provides a description of the 
change and the basis for the change.  APP-GW-GLR-161, “Changes to Passive Core Cooling 
System Condensate Return,” includes a regulatory evaluation of the updated condensate return 
design that addresses compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements. 
 
In accordance with internal instructions on regulatory audits (Reference 2), the staff planned a 
regulatory audit.  The purpose of the audit was for the staff to review the documentation from 
Progress Energy and Westinghouse to ensure that the proposed design changes meet the 
applicable NRC regulations.  The expected outcome of the audit was for the staff (1) to gain a 
better understanding of how design change meets NRC regulations, (2) to help develop 
requests for additional information in the areas that are not adequately covered in the available 
documentation, and (3) to identify supplemental information that should be added to the Levy 
Final Safety Analysis Report, which the staff will rely on to make its safety finding.  The staff 
issued an audit plan to the applicant (Reference 3). 
 
B. Audit Location and Dates 
 
 Location: 
  Westinghouse Electric Company, LLC 

Washington Operations 
12300 Twinbrook Parkway, Suite 150 
Rockville, MD 20852 
Telephone: 301-881-7040/7042 

Dates: 
 May 14, 2013 
 June 5, 2013 
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C. Audit Team Members  
 
The following are the audit team members who participated in substantive discussions: 
 
James O’Driscoll, NRC Audit Team Lead (containment) 
Hanry Wagage, NRC Staff (containment) 
Jim Gilmer, NRC Staff (reactor systems) 
Malcolm Patterson, NRC Staff (probabilistic risk assessment) 
Donald Habib, NRC Project Manager 
 
D. Applicant Staff Participants 
 
The following are the applicant staff who participated in the substantive discussions: 
 
Robert Kitchen (Duke Energy) 
David Waters (Duke Energy) 
Sylena E. Smith (Westinghouse) 
Rick Anderson (Westinghouse) 
John Lojek III (Westinghouse) 
Matt M. Swartz (Westinghouse) 
 
E. Documents Audited 
 
The area of focus for the audit was APP-GW-GLR-161.  The Audit Team reviewed the following 
available APP-GW-GLR-161 supporting documents: 
 

• TR-SEE-III-12-01, “AP1000 Condensate Return Test Report” 
• TS-SEE-III-11-03, “AP1000 PXS Condensate Drain Gutter Test Specification” 

 
F. Description of Audit Activities 
 
During the Morning of May 14, 2013, the staff reviewed the provided documents.  During the 
afternoon the staff participated in a teleconference with the applicant’s staff.  During the 
conference call, the staff requested that, in addition to the information identified in paragraph D 
of Reference 3, the applicant provide the phenomena identification and ranking table (PIRT) 
report, mentioned on Page 22 of Reference 1.  Westinghouse committed to provide this 
document at a later date.  The staff asked several other questions related to the available 
material, described in paragraph H below.  Subsequently, NRC staff returned to the audit site on 
June 5, 2013 for a second review of the same material. 
 
G. Exit Briefing 
 
On May 29, 2013, the applicant verbally notified the NRC of a revised schedule for the 
availability of the remaining four documents listed in paragraph D of Reference 3, plus the PIRT.  
The applicant formally notified NRC that the remaining four documents would be available for 
audit on September 4, 2013 (Reference 4).  Based on review of the schedule, the staff decided 
to terminate the audit until such time that the documents would be available for staff review.  
The staff communicated this decision to the applicant via telephone on June 7, 2013.  
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H. Potential Requests for Additional Information (RAIs) Discussed During the Audit 
 
Because the complete set of documents needed to comprehensively review the design change 
is unavailable, the staff did not conclusively identify any RAIs that are needed to complete the 
review of the modification.  The staff identified the following potential RAIs that should be further 
evaluated when the remaining information is available: 
 

• Discuss the evaluation of the significance of condensate losses due to containment ring 
misalignment. 

• Evaluate the need to revise Figure 3.8.2-1 in Appendix B of Reference 1 to illustrate the 
Polar Crane Girder Gutter Dam. 

• Evaluate the need to update the probabilistic risk assessment based on this modification 
and the assumptions in the supporting documents.  

 
I. Open Items and Proposed Closure Paths 
 
The staff identified the following open item: 
  

• The availability of the remaining four documents listed in paragraph D of Reference 3, 
plus the PIRT report. 

 
The closure path for the above item is to re-initiate the audit when these documents are 
available for staff review. 
 
J. Deviations from the Audit Plan. 
 
As discussed above, the audit was not completed as planned due to delays in the availability of 
the information subject to the audit. 
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