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Summary of Request '
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 Apply Tier 2 change control process to Tier 2*
changes

 To effect this, Southern requests an exemption
from the change control process for Tier 2*
changes in 10 CFR Part 52, Appendix D, Section
VIII.B.6, and an accompanying License
Amendment
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! Purpose of Request
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e Alleviate administrative burdens on both
NRC and Southern

e Reduce costs
 Minimize chances of schedule impacts

related to Tier 2* changes that are not safety
significant
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! Current Change Control Processes !
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« Potential changes are evaluated to determine what, if
any, effect they may have on the licensing basis

 The process applicable to a change is determined by
whether the change is to (or involves) Tier 1, Tier 2,
and/or Tier 2* information.
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Current Change Control Processes cont.
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* All changes to Tier 1 information require prior
NRC approval

« All changes to Tier 2* information require prior
NRC approval
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! Current Change Control Processes, cont.
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 Changes to Tier 2 information do not require prior
NRC approval unless:

Change involves a change to or departure from Tier 1,
Tier 2* or the Technical Specifications; or

Based on screening process, change would have
“more than a minimal” impact on safety
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Current Change Control Processes, cont.
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o Southern has processed more than 150 nonLAR
departures using the Tier 2 departure evaluation
process in 10 CFR 52, App. D, VIII.B.5

 Every six months, SNC submits a list of these
changes
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! Relationship between Part 52 and § 50.59
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e In 1999, the NRC amended 10 CFR § 50.59 because the
then-existing rule required prior NRC approval for too many
changes having minimal safety significance

e According to NRC, the old version of § 50.59 led to a
“significant burden to the industry with no clear safety
benefit] |” 64 Fed. Reg. 53582, 53589 (Oct. 4, 1999)
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l Relationship between Part 52 and § 50.59, cont.
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Eight years later, when establishing the departure
processes for Part 52, the NRC borrowed heavily
from § 50.59. The NRC determined that a 50.59-like

process should govern changes to Tier 2 information:

For plant-specific Tier 2 information, the departure process established
In the rule mirrors, in large part, that in the former 10 CFR 50.59. The
final rule amends paragraph VIII.B.5 of the DCRs in appendices A, B,
and C to conform the terminology in the § 50.59-like process to that
used in the current 8§ 50.59.

72 Fed.Reg. 49352, 49394 (Aug. 28, 2007). See also 71 Fed.Reg. 4464, 4469 (Jan. 27, 2006)
(“Inasmuch as 8 50.59 is the primary change mechanism for operating nuclear plants, the
Commission believes that future plants referencing the AP1000 DCR should utilize thresholds
as close to 8§ 50.59 as is practicable and appropriate”)
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! Justification for Tler 2* Exemptlon
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 Request satisfies 10 CFR 52.53(b)(1)/ 52.7;
 Authorized by law

 Will not present undue risk to the health and safety of the public
 Consistent with the common defense and security

« Special circumstances are present
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Special Circumstances

« Application of 10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section

VIII.B.6 Is not necessary to achieve underlying
purpose of rule

e« Compliance would result in undue hardship

e It would be In the public interest to grant the
exemption
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! Underlying Purpose
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 The underlying purpose of the Tier 2* change
control process was to ensure that any safety
significant change required NRC approval

e |t was assumed that all changes to Tier 2*
iInformation would be safety significant

 But experience has shown that not all changes to
Tier 2* impact the safety-significant nature of the
iInformation
A
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Underlying Purpose
Is information significant — or its change?

Consider this example from an actual LAR submitted by
Southern:

ACIl 349-01 Reference Consistency Change to Subsection 3.8.3.2

Tier 2* information in UFSAR subsection 3.8.3.2 appropriately references ACI
349-01. The title associated with the document as referenced, however, reads
“Code Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Structures” rather than “Code
Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Concrete Structures”. Additionally,
ACI-349-01 is more typically formatted as ACI 349-01.
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! Is information S|gn|f|cant — or its change? cont.
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Q: What are the effects of these changes?

“Code Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Structures” —

“Code Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Concrete
Structures”

“ACI-349-01" — “ACI 349-01”

A: The change has no safety significance. In fact, this
particular change makes the plant safer by enhancing the
accuracy of electronic searches. For example, a search on
“AClI 349-01" would not pick up the ACI term as written.

A
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! Is Information S|gn|f|cant — or its change? cont.
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Q: What is significant about the information?

“Code Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Structures” —

“Code Requirements for Nuclear Safety Related Concrete
Structures”

“ACI-349-01" — “ACI 349-01”

A: The significance is the Code itself. And that’s not being
changed.

Therefore, it is the change that determines significance, not
simply the information itself.

A
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Undeﬂ_r_lyi_nfg_ Purpose

¥
Ty o S S S — e e S T T E—

e Southern’s request is limited to Tier 2* changes
with no safety significance

* Focusing on whether the proposed Tier 2*
change Is safety-significant achieves the
purpose of the rule
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Undue Burden
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e Southern anticipates that there will be, at a
minimum, an additional twenty non-safety-
significant Tier 2* LARS

* |n Southern’s experience, it takes from six
weeks to six months to process a LAR
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! Undue Burden .
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* Processing non-safety-significant LARSs diverts
NRC resources away from safety-significant
activities

* |n addition, Southern is concerned that non-
safety significant LARs could negatively impact
scheduling

A
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! Public Interest
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e Southern’s proposal:

— enhances safety by properly allocating resources to
safety-significant activities

— resolves the “Tier 2* clarity” issue identified in NRC’s
Self Assessment

— mitigates potential schedule impacts associated with
non-safety significant changes to Tier 2*

19 SOUTHERN &
COMPANY



Southern’s Proposal in Practice
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o Of the twenty-five LARSs filed and granted for
the Vogtle plants through July 2014, fifteen
were for Tier 2* changes

o Of those fifteen, thirteen were not safety
significant, i.e., they would not have required
a LAR iIf Southern’s proposed screening
process had been in place

A
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Evaluatlon of LARs To-Date
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Considered license amendments issued through
Amendment 21 (25 License Amendment Requests)

|dentified fifteen LARSs related to Tier 2*

Evaluated each LAR against 10 CFR 52, Appendix,
Section VIII.B.5 criteria

Used NEI 96-07, Appendix C and NEI 96-07, Rev 1 for
guidance

Evaluations informed by NRC SERs

Thirteen of fifteen Tier 2* LARs would have met the
criteria of 10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b and
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c and would
not have required a license amendment

A
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Basemat Concrete Strength LAR
Concrete strength increased from 4000 psi to 5000 psi

o Safety Considerations

Complies with Code

Seismic analysis effect negligible — AP1000 standard plant continues to bound
the analysis

Sliding and overturning effect negligible — AP1000 standard plant continues to
bound the analysis

Basemat design — no change to rebar design required

Rebar figure detail — no effect to basemat design

Method of evaluation not affected

Basemat not credited in ex-vessel severe accident analysis

« Safety Evaluation

No adverse impact to design function or method of control

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
No departure from method of evaluation

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Basemat Thickness Tolerances
Thickness tolerance changed from +1 inch to +4 inches

o Safety Considerations

— Complies with Code

— Seismic analysis effect negligible — AP1000 standard plant continues to bound
the analysis

— Sliding and overturning effect negligible — AP1000 standard plant continues to
bound the analysis

— Basemat design — no change to rebar design required

— Bearing capacity — minimal impact

— Foundation settlement — increasing 1 inch upper tolerance limit necessary

— Method of evaluation not affected

— Basemat not credited in ex-vessel severe accident analysis

« Safety Evaluation

— No adverse impact to design function or method of control
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”

— No departure from method of evaluation
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”

— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No” \
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Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Shear Stud Size and Spacing
Stud spacing and stud thickness decreased

o Safety Considerations

— Complies with Code

— Supporting calculations indicate significant margin

— Method of evaluation not affected

— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis — ex-vessel design features not affected
— Aircraft impact assessment not affected

« Safety Evaluation
— No adverse impact to design function or method of control
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
— No departure from method of evaluation
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
— Aircraft impact assessment not affected
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.d not applicable
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Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Basemat Structural Criteria Detaills

Basemat shear reinforcement design spacing requirements

o Safety Considerations
— Critical section definition — conservative for two-way slab design

Maximum shear strength — conservative for two-way slab design

Minimum vertical shear strength — conservative for two-way slab design
Critical section shear reinforcement — conservative for two-way slab design
Seismic analysis not affected

Basemat not credited in ex-vessel severe accident analysis

Aircraft impact assessment not affected

« Safety Evaluation

Change to manner in which code requirements are met treated as adverse, but
evaluation indicates “no more than minimum” standard is met

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
No departure from method of evaluation

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
Aircraft impact assessment not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.d not applicable \
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Module Obstructlons and Detalls

Acknowledge types of interferences that may cause a change shear stud and
wall truss spacing; remove term “maximum” in reference to design spacing;
revise note to clarify that the stud spacing is specified as a design value; add
tolerance for stud spacing; and clarify welding requirements

o Safety Considerations

Changes to stud and truss spacing — performed in accordance with AISC-N690
and ACI 349-01 and local variations bounded by the code

10-percent tolerance — limits allowed by AWS D1.1

Removal of term “maximum “— consistent with application of tolerances

Weld notation — addressed in AWS D1.1

« Safety Evaluation

Change to manner in which code requirements are met treated as adverse, but
evaluation indicates “no more than minimum” standard is met

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
No departure from method of evaluation

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Module CAO3 Detalls
o Safety Considerations

— Clarify the material used for horizontal stiffeners — continues to meet Appendix B
Criterion IX

— Add a stiffener to the configuration — continues to meet AISC N690

— Revise the number and distribution of shear studs — continues to meet AISC
N690

— Increase the number of rows of anchoring bars — continues to meet ACI 349

— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis — ex-vessel design features not affected

— Aircraft impact assessment not affected

« Safety Evaluation

— No adverse impact to design function or method of control

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
— No departure from method of evaluation

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
— Aircraft impact assessment not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.d not applicable

A
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Fire Area Boundaries
Annex Building and Turbine Building layout changes

o Safety Considerations

— Turbine Building LOS room changes — no increase in fire hazard risk and no
effect on safe shutdown following a fire

— Turbine Building egress changes — meets applicable guidance

— Turbine Building Stairwell 08 changes to support egress functions — meets
applicable guidance

— Annex Building HVAC shatft clarification — no effect on fire protection analysis

— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis — ex-vessel design features not affected

— Aircraft impact assessment not affected

— Physical Security Plan — continues to meet 10 CFR 73.55

« Safety Evaluation
— No adverse impact to design function or method of control
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
— No departure from method of evaluation
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
— Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
— Aircraft impact assessment not affected
10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.d not applicable \
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Auxiliary Building Structural Floor Buildings

|dentify design details of the floors of the Auxiliary Building that may vary due to
design and loading conditions

o Safety Considerations

Clarification of critical section descriptions — continues to meet applicable codes
Reinforced concrete floor system — continues to meet applicable codes and
natural frequency remains above cutoff value

Ex-vessel severe accident analysis — ex-vessel design features not affected
Aircraft impact assessment not affected

« Safety Evaluation

No adverse impact to design function or method of control

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) answered “No”
No departure from method of evaluation

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) answered “No”
Ex-vessel severe accident analysis not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) answered “No”
Aircraft impact assessment not affected

10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.d not applicable

A
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Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation .
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Human Factors Engineering Related LARs (five LARS)

« Integrated System Validation Plan
— Details regarding implementation of the ISV Plan

« Design Verification Plan
— Clarification to the Design Verification Plan

o Task Support Verification Plan
— Alignment of the Task Support Verification Plan with plant design parameters

» Discrepancy Resolution Process
— Refine process for capturing and resolving human engineering discrepancies

« Plant Startup Design Verification Plan

— Confirm aspects of the design features of the human system interface (HIS) and
operation and control centers (OCS) that could not be evaluated in other HFE
V&V activities

A
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
_ 7

Human Factors Engineering Related LARs (cont.)

o Safety Considerations

— 10 CFR 50.34(f)(2)(ii) — changes continue to comply
— 10 CFR 50.34(f)(2)(iii) — changes continue to comply
— NUREG-0711 — changes meet applicable guidance

31 SOUTHERN ‘.\.‘
COMPANY



Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Human Factors Engineering Related LARs (cont.)
o Safety Evaluation

The HFE Plans do not affect the plant itself. Changing the HFE Plans do not affect prevention and mitigation of
abnormal events, e.g., accidents,10 CFR 52, anticipated operational occurrences, earthquakes, floods and turbine
missiles, or their safety or design analyses. No safety-related structure, system, component (SSC) or function is
adversely affected. The changes do not involve nor interface with any SSC accident initiator or initiating sequence
of events, and thus, the probabilities of the accidents evaluated in the UFSAR are not affected. Because the
changes do not involve any safety-related SSC or function used to mitigate an accident, the consequences of the
accidents evaluated in the UFSAR are not affected.

The changes do not affect the safety-related equipment itself, nor do they affect equipment which, if it failed, could
initiate an accident or a failure of a fission product barrier. No analysis is adversely affected. No system or design
function or equipment qualification will be adversely affected by the changes. This activity will not allow for a new
fission product release path, nor will it result in a new fission product barrier failure mode, nor create a new
sequence of events that would result in significant fuel cladding failures. In addition, the changes do not result in a
new failure mode, malfunction or sequence of events that could affect safety or safety related equipment.

No safety analysis or design basis acceptance limit/criterion is challenged or exceeded by the requested change.

As aresult, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(1-7) are answered “No.” Because there is no departure from method
of evaluation , Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b(8) is answered “No.” Because the ex-vessel severe accident
analysis not affected, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.c(1-2) are answered “No”

A
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! Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation

T S TR T —— — — Lan —'-_FF"H“-HHWHW

Basemat Shear Relnforcement Design Detalls
Alternative requirements for development of shear reinforcement bars

o Safety Considerations

— Alternative ACI Code Provisions
» Applicability of ACI 318-11 — similar provisions for anchorage and development
» Seismic Detailing in ACI 349, Chapter 21 — seismic detailing consistent in both codes
« ASTM A970 Material Specification — standard provides requirements to ensure steel bar
heads will develop the tensile capacity of the anchored bar

— Increase in sump and elevator slab thickness — negligible impact on seismic
analysis

— Minimum concrete cover — consistent with ACI 349-01, section 7.7 provisions

— Basemat not credited in ex-vessel severe accident analysis

« Safety Evaluation

— Change to applicable codes is considered a departure from design standards
used to meet General Design Criteria and as such does not meet the “more than
minimal” standard of 10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b. As aresult,
the departure would require a license amendment.

M)
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Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Nuclear Island WaIIs Reinforcement Criteria

Alternative requirements for development of headed reinforcement bars (T-heads)

o Safety Considerations

— Alternative ACI Code Provisions
» Applicability of ACI 318-11 — similar provisions for anchorage and development
» Seismic Detailing in ACI 349, Chapter 21 — seismic detailing consistent in both codes
« ASTM A970 Material Specification — standard provides requirements to ensure steel bar
heads will develop the tensile capacity of the anchored bar

— Use of shear ties with standard hooks as shear reinforcement — consistent with
seismic detailing provisions of Chapter 21

— Revision of UFSAR Figure 3H.5-6 to allow use of T-heads — applicable codes
address this system

— Revision of shear reinforcement provided in critical wall sections — maintains
margin required by the code

« Safety Evaluation

— Change to applicable codes is considered a departure from design standards
used to meet General Design Criteria and as such does not meet the “more than
minimal” standard of 10 CFR 52, Appendix D, Section VIII.B.5.b. As aresult,
the departure would require a license amendment.
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Tier 2* Construction Related LAR Safety Evaluation
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Summary

Thirteen of fifteen Tier 2* LARs would not have required a license
amendment under Southern’s proposal

Under Southern’s proposal, two of the fifteen Tier 2* LARs —
Basemat Shear Reinforcement Design Details and Nuclear Island
Wallls Reinforcement Criteria — would still have required prior NRC
approval. These two changes involved changes to the Code.
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! Form of Request
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 An exemption/LAR is the appropriate method for relief
because:

— Exemption is more expeditious

— An exemption allows Southern’s proposal to operate as a pilot
program prior to any potential petition for rulemaking

— Southern’s exemption/LAR is subject to public comment

36 SOUTHERN ‘.\.-
COMPANY




! The Request is Consistent with NRC Policy !
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« The NRC should “focus agency resources on activities
most important to safety and security.” nrc stategic Plan, Apaus

Accession No. ML14246A439 at page 17

« The NRC'’s “[r]egulatory activities should be consistent
with the degree of risk reduction they achieve.” rrincipies of Good

Regulation, ADAMS Accession No. ML14135A076; see also comments of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff,
Turkey MENA Industry Congress, June 18, 2013, <http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/organization/commission/comm-
william-ostendorff/comm-ostendorff-20130618-slides.pdf> at slide 8 (same).

o The NRC ShOUId be “ag”e and eff|C|ent” Testimony of Chairman

McFarlane, June 4, 2014, before the Senate Environmental and Public Works Committee, http://www.c-
span.orqg/video/?319755-1/nuclear-safety
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