MEETING SUMMARY

Public Meeting September 26, 2016
Regulatory Guide 1.206 Revision Project

On September 26 2016, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff conducted a Category
3 public meeting at NRC headquarters in Rockville, MD, regarding the staff’'s proposed revision
to Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.206, “Applications for Nuclear Power Plants,” which provides the
format and content guidance for Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 52,
“Licenses, Certifications, and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants,” applications. The purpose
of this meeting was to provide a venue for stakeholders to provide input to the NRC staff in the
development of guidance on select topics to be included in the revised RG 1.206.

The public announcement at http://meetings.nrc.gov/pmns/mtg?do=details&Code=20161262
includes links to the agenda, staff presentations, draft guidance documents and a presentation
made by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI). All meeting materials are publicly available
through the NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS). An
official transcript of the meeting, which includes identification of the participants, is attached and
is an integral part of this meeting summary.

BACKGROUND

The RG 1.206 was issued in 2007 as applicant guidance in anticipation of the submittal of new
combined license (COL) applications under 10 CFR Part 52. The “New Reactor Licensing
Process Lessons Learned Review: 10 CFR Part 52" (ADAMS Accession No. ML13059A239)
identified the need to revise RG 1.206. The NRC staff initiated the revision in 2014 with the
overall intent to institutionalize lessons learned from prior and ongoing 10 CFR Part 52 application
reviews and to provide updated guidance to future applicants.

In September 2016, the NRC staff held a public meeting to present the proposed RG 1.206
revision initiative and to solicit stakeholder feedback. The September 26, 2016 meeting was the
last in a series of public meetings conducted by the NRC staff to engage stakeholders and
acquire feedback in the revision of RG 1.206 before issuing a draft regulatory guide for public
comment.

MEETING HIGHLIGHTS

The NRC staff presented an overview of the RG 1.206 revision initiative and an update of the draft
guidance being developed for Sections C.1 and C.2. The NRC staff explained the venue for the
meeting as a facilitated interactive discussion among the meeting participants and the staff for
development of draft guidance for select Section C.2 topics. As identified in the agenda, the
draft application regulatory topics covered were as follow: (1) C.2.3 "Application Electronic
Submittal, “ C.2.7 "Design-Centered Review Approach,” C.2.9, “Inspections, Tests, Analyses
and Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC)” and C.2.16 “Finalizing Licensing Basis Information.”

The Section C.2 topics were presented by the staff and each topic engendered discussion among
the NRC staff and meeting participants. In addition, NEI shared a presentation of comments on
draft application regulatory topic, C.2.14 “Information Change Processes for COL Applicants,”
that had been discussed at an earlier public meeting. The official transcript documents the
details of the discussions which included ancillary topics including NEI's proposed “Integrated



FSAR” presented at the June 2, 2015 public meeting on revision of RG 1.206 (see ADAMS
Accession No. ML15152A297), a COL applicant’s level of responsibility to notify NRC of safety
significant errors in a design certification (DC) that they will incorporate by reference, as well as
standardized ITAAC and NEI draft guidance NEI 15-02, “Industry Guideline for the Development
of Tier 1 and ITAAC under 10 CFR Part 52,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML15147A672).

ACTIONS

The NRC staff will continue the initiative to revise RG 1.206 and will prepare guidance for the
presented Section C.2 application regulatory topics consistent with the discussion documented in

the transcript.
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MS. HA]
This is H

PROCEEDINGS

(2:00 p.m.)
YES: [thinkitis two o'clock now and we can start this meeting.
arbara Hayes at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and we are
C Meeting about the revision of Reg Guide 1.206. And I'm going to, for

the benefit of the folks w

The sli
well, the best way to go
listed there.

having a Category 3 PUbi

ltisa QG
on the discussions that g
from everyone.
And jusg
escorted out at the end of]
early for coffee, or whate
The lad

lobby.
So, this|
you will see all of the draff

we will be working off of tg
‘pose of this meeting is to get input for NRC staff in the development of

The pu
guidance on selected reg
Guide 1.206.

I'm goi
who is here and who is o

So, |l a
to go first.

MR. HA

Licensing.

staff. | think there are
introduce yourself, pleas
have a difficult last name
MR. FR
MR. HA
MR. HOQ

-
.
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b are in the room, get the slides started here.
e presentation, for anybody who is on the telephone can be found --
to go to the public meeting website. This particular presentation is

ategory 3 Public Meeting and so the purpose is to get widespread input

e being talked about on the agenda. So, we do welcome discussion
for those folks who came up with an escort as visitors, you need to be
he day. So, justlet us know if you need to use the restrooms, or leave
er it is, and we will make some arrangements.

es' and gents' rooms are at the other end of the hallway, across the

s meeting number 20161262. If you go to the public meeting website,
documents that are available, the agenda, and this presentation that
day.

latory topics that are going to be included in the revised Regulatory

to start the meeting by just going around the room so that we know
the phone.

Barbara Hayes with NRO. | will ask our staff membership from NRC
OL: Bruce Bavol, NRO, Licensing Branch 4.

RKHART: Larry Burkhart, NRO.

TOS: Cayetano Santos, NRO, Licensing Branch 4.

ES: And is there anyone on the phone from NRC?

LCH: Yes, this is Chris Welch, NRO, ITAAC Group.

ES: Okay, thank you, Chris.

IB: Also, Don Habib on the phone from NRO.
ES: Thank you, Don. Don Habib.

PBELL: Patricia Campbell, GE-Hitachi.

§K: Rob Sisk, Westinghouse.

KS: Tom Hicks, Excel Services, supporting Southern Company

STGEN: Kati Austgen, Nuclear Energy Institute.

AHAN: Howard Mahan, Southern Nuclear.

ES: So, those are people who are in the room and all of the NRC
ome people on the phone line who are not NRC staff. Could you
? And please spell out your name if you could do so, please, if you

ANTZ: This is Steve Frantz from Morgan Lewis.

RPER: Zach Harper, Westinghouse.
ACK: Corey Hosack, Westinghouse.

NEAL R. GROSS

RT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS

1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433



o JOoO Uk WNhR

MR. CQ
MS. HA
sure that we get your last
So, let's
input on the four remaini
We are
very brief overview of Re
four regulatory topics. A
regulatory topic that was
Let me
for the whole hour -- | am||
things around because t
I'm hop
have given enough time
MR. BU
to me and the finalizing li
I'm not
applicants by NEI but if y
MS. HA

(

This is
basically has all of the pr|
can be found at the publi¢

NRC st
and started having a serig
be included in the guide.

Just as|a

on the left-hand side, (I 3
the revised guidance bac¢
October 2015.

What y

guide from 2007. It wa

information was in the
guidance to applicants.
highly duplicative guidang;
SRP, the Standard ReviT

A

revised Reg Guide 1.206
change the process rela
We don't have a public d
soon. 8o, | just wanted
That le
a discussion, and basic r
sort of components are n
And th
These basically represen
plus new materials that h
are talking about today w
So, her
discussed at public meet
the big red arrows: appl
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NLY: John Conly, Certrec Corporation.

ES: If you could send an email to me after the meeting, that will make
ames spelled correctly.

start with the agenda. The primary purpose of this meeting is to get
regulatory topics. Let's look at the agenda here.

going through the openings and introductions. | am going to give a
yulatory Guide 1.206 revision process, and then we will go into those
d then NEI has requested that we have a discussion of the previous
resented earlier back in October 2015 for a specific discussion.

ask first, though, since | think there are some people who will not stay

ooking at Larry -- for the whole two hours, is there any reason to switch

ere is a priority issue that you want to make sure you are here for?

g that this meeting will be concluded in an hour and a half. | think we

for everything.

RKHART: The design-centered review approach, | think is of interest
ensing-basis information for COLSs.

sure what is proposed on the information change processes for COL

u could move the ITAAC to last, I'm sure Chris will like that.

ES: Okay. Is that good with you, Chris, Chris Welch?

LCH: Yes, as long as we finish up on time.

ES: Okay. Let's head into a brief introduction.

e sixth public meeting on the revision of Reg Guide 1.206. This slide
vious meeting numbers and all of the previous documents associated
meeting website.

ff initiated the revision back in 2014, basically to reflect lessons learned,
s of public meetings where we presented draft material that is going to

big reminder, there was a major change in this guide. What you see
on slide number five right now), was the revision of the structure of
in June 2015. On the right-hand side is the revised structure from

u have on the left actually is very similar to what was in the original
s massaged and restructured such that a substantial amount of
ppendices. What was in there was detailed FSAR information or
And in October 2015, there was a decision to instead of trying to have
e between Reg Guide 1.206, which is guidance to applicants, and the
Plan, which is guidance to staff, that we would not include it in the

and we would, instead, have the detailed technical guidance inform and
ed to guidance to the SRP. So, the SRP will be changed over time.

scription of what that is exactly going to look like but it is coming fairly
b make sure that everybody is clear on that.

es us with the current table of contents, which has got an introduction,
gulatory guidance on format and content that is really focused on what
eded for what sort of application situations.

h we have C.2, which is guidance that is application regulatory topics.
some materials that were presented before which have been revised,
d not appeared in the original RG 1.206. Several of the ones that we
uld basically fall into that latter description.

2 is a list of all of the 18 regulatory topics. All of them have been
ngs and the four that we will be talking about today are the ones with
cation electronic submittal; Then the design-centered review approach,
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which in previous meetings we referred to as the “Reference COL (RCOL)and subsequent COL
(SCOL) applications”. We changed the name because we thought it was more appropriate for a
couple of reasons;Then, inspections, tests, analyses and acceptance criteria, which Chris Welch
will be talking about towards the end of this meeting; Then, also, finalizing licensing basis
information for COLs, alsp known as the freeze point concept.

So, if there are no questions or comments, | will start right into the first one,
which should be very shqg

Section
submittals. The drafting

Just to
keeps the guidance from
technical information reg
applicant to look at our
formatting issues. That
five years from now or p

.2.3 of the revised guide is going to be related to electronic application
aterial is available publicly on our public meeting website.

briefly describe how it fits together, this basically keeps -- pretty much
he original Reg Guide 1.206 and the key change has been relative to
arding the electronic portion of the submission, which now directs the
ebsite and provides a link to the information, in terms of electronic
5 because even if we updated it now, it probably would not be current
haps even one year from now. So, thatis a live link. This is the best

eserves key guidance related to the referencing of a design certification
And it also preserves guidance that was in the original Reg Guide 1.206
nformation.

pretty much it in a nutshell. It is a very short topic. It is about three

or an early site permit.
on revised and additional

That's
pages.

So, anyf|questions, comments?

MS. AUBTGEN: Yes, we have got a couple of comments. First, | would like
rence the website. Itis very beneficial.

Let's see. | guess | will start with a comment on whether it might be a good
idea to add a paragraph naybe within the referencing and design certification rule or early site
permit that acknowledges the possibility for future applicants to be referencing the renewed
design certification or degign certification rule that is actively undergoing renewal review. And of

if you were a COLA referencing the original design certification and
, a renewal application comes in, that does not impact you, we would

application.
5t thought maybe a paragraph to --

ES: So, you would like that to be more explicit.

STGEN: Yes, | think a paragraph wouldn't hurt.

ES: Tom.

MR. HI KS: The other comment had to do with hyperlinks. There was a
reference in here to if a COL applicant references a DCD about the suggestion to have hyperlinks
in each section, where yqu would reference back to the DCD.

I guess| functionally we just had a question about that because | don't believe
that if you put hyperlinks|in and then you put that file on ADAMS that those hyperlinks will work
anymore. | think we havig had some issues with that in the past.

If you put everything on a disk, on a DVD, and give it to the staff, then the
hyperlinks would work. Blut for the purposes of electronic submittal, | just think you may have the

NEAL R. GROSS
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electronic data guys go I
section, DCD section
functionally.

ack and look at that comment about providing the hyperlinks for each
at is referenced. | just question whether that would really work

ES: Okay, thank you. We will check that.
¢ comments or discussion points? Thank you very much for those
comments.
So, anyone on the phone?
MS. THOMAS: Well, when you asked for people on the phone, you didn't ask
if there was anybody from|the public.
MS. HAYES: We are talking to the public.
MS. THOMAS: My name is Ruth Thomas and | am with a public interest
organization Environmentalists Incorporated.
ES: Yes, of course that means everyone from the public.
e have no comments on the electronic submission, let's move on to the

the draft document for th|s
Guide 1.206 and the ke
summary 2006-06, “Ne
Licensing Review Approz

| noted

regulatory topic. This is a new topic that was not addressed in Reg
document that is of importance here is the regulatory information
Reactor Standardization Needed to Support the Design-Centered
h”.

arlier that in previous meetings we referred to this as the reference

previous applications, in the RCOL and sometimes in SCOLs, as we
igations. So, we have renamed it for this reason.

julatory topic provides some high level guidance relevant to NEl's
rated FSAR” from the June 2015 meeting. And it describes relevant
s today, as they have evolved over time, but always in the context of
rements. The written draft, provides examples of current practices that
0 are outside of the process. These are not going to be discussed in

presentation on the “Inte
industry and staff practic
the actual regulatory req
are useful for people wh

safety reviews and facilitates public engagement. The DCRA is
re referencing a DC, a design certification. The basic concept of the
approach is you look at one issue, staff reviews it one time, staff
n it, and then we don't have to review it again later on, if it is, indeed,

Standardization enhances
applicable to COLAs that
design-centered review
establishes one position
standard content and is g

So, RI
unprecedented increase |
was actually written. Th
of a reference COLA.

It requested first that for each design certification that a design working group
be created by industry and that they select a reference COLA that would be a unique combined
licensed application used to identify standard content. The standard content would be
information that is going o be useful to later COLAs, subsequent COLAs.

RIS 2006-06 also asked for development of annotation that will basically clarify
what information in an HBAR and application is going to be associated with a generic DCD,
information associated with standard content that is going to be outside the generic DCD but
related to COLs that are|feferencing that DCD and then also separating that from site-specific
content.

2006-06 basically was a staff response to a time when we had an
expected applications. So, it has history behind it from when the RIS
RIS basically, at that time, presented the concept of this designation

This was NRC's response to a sharp rise in the demand for reviews by
increasing standardizatio

)
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The RI
of what applications are
Is there an R-COLA tha
subsequent RISes as we

The d
Commission's Staff Re
endorsed, by the Commi

For th
going to be done has, ind
There has been a lot of
transparent and easy to f

There
NEI made back in June
focus of that was primarj
construction.

The full
the full design until you ar
design for appurtenances
naturally, going to be som
the same DC.

Within
document that has some
evolution of the process.

I am g(
Looking at the “Integrate
actual referencing practig
and it is actually written in

There ;
further refinement of this
related to the eventual li
and clarity for the public.

We alg
preferable to developing
adaptable. Overall, the *
entertained in the right cd

has been followed periodically with a request for information in terms
kpected. Will they be associated with a design-center working group?
is being identified? We have gotten responses periodically from the
I
sign-centered review approach was endorsed formally by the
hirements Memorandum, SRM, SECY-06-0187. So, it has been
sion.

design-centered review approach, the details of how referencing is
ed, evolved over time and much of this has been coming from industry.
interaction back and forth, in terms of what works effectively, what is
llow.

as a presentation related to the concept of an “Integrated FSAR” that
one of the public meetings related to RG 1.206 and it seemed like the
y on the inclusion of departures from COLs that are currently under

concept is that the DC itself is really not a full design. You don't get to
e actually going through a COL application that is going to have detailed
5| site-specific issues, piping that links to the reactor, and that there is,
e design features that aren't going to be shared by COLs that reference

this application regulatory topic, we have Appendix A within the
background information on the history of the DCRA and some of the

ping to focus on the guidance that is actually in this regulatory topic.
| FSAR” concept that NEI proposed, it appears highly aligned with the
es that evolved with the DCRA over time. | am going to talk about that
the regulatory topic what some of these practices are.

are no regulatory requirements that constrain COL applications from
referencing practice. The objective should be to always have clarity
censing basis: clarity for NRC, clarity for the licensee or the applicant,

b note that refinements to the current referencing practices are
an entirely new approach, since they are familiar, effective, and
ntegrated FSAR” is something that can be entertained but has to be
ntext. And to me, it is a matter of how we describe it, whether we give

it a title such as “Integrated FSAR” or if applicants simply developand use revised referencing

approaches in COL appli

jations.

I'm on glide number 14 now. Enhancements in referencing must be associated
with an actual application|for COL and the best place to really get these issues resolved is in the

pre-application period.
review process but the
referencing expectations
the way that you are refe

The C
requirements and suppo
concerns that was discu
FSAR” as if it is a design
have the information tha
COLA.

The pl
always be some site-spe

here should be follow-up if there are changes during the application
re-application period is really when an applicant can set up what
re, get feedback, and revise if appropriate. That would include both
ncing and what you are going to be referencing within that application.
LA, the application for a combined license must meet all regulatory
the NRC safety, security, and environmental findings. One of the
ed at that June meeting, was that you can't reference an “Integrated
ertification. You need to be very clear on that and you need to always
is required for environmental and safety and security findings in that

t-specific FSAR is always going to be needed because there will
fic issues that need to be addressed. The way that FSAR is built can
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vary, as long as it is cong
is needed for that particu

stent with our requirements and has the plant-specific information that
r site.

Referenging of previous NRC reviews needs to be clear and it is most efficient

if the COLA demonstrate
safety findings. In fact,
application is going to be

that it is applicable and that any differences don't impact the previous
this basically represents how a referenced finding from a previous
eviewed by staff. If it has been reviewed and is still applicable and it

doesn't change the previgus safety findings, then there is an opportunity for taking advantage of

this. If you put that inform

tion up front within your application, it makes the review simpler.

| will brgiak now, in case there is any discussion that we want before we go into

the actual referencing. 4
the end?

Okay, |
Probably the primary one
This is the key referenci
economic simplified boil
applications that have ing

It is prg
from the NRC. The first t
identical in each combine

nybody have any questions or comments or should we save this until

m going to describe some of the processes that are used currently.
s the left margin annotation of a combined license application’s FSAR.
g approach used in COLAs that reference both the AP1000 and the
g water reactor. Those are two DCs and there is a number of
rporated by reference those DCs.
ably familiar to most of the folks here in the room from industry and
0 bullet points on slide 15, STD represents standard information that is

license application that is referencing the same DC. And the concept

here is that this would go |back to what was referred to and identified as the reference COLA. The

second bullet point is the|plant abbreviation for the current application.

used in the application fo
specific information. So

sources or what plant you
plant.

The last
item identified in the DCO
the information in the D(
information in the generi¢
rather than the source of
referencing that is current

In terms
there is no regulatory reqU
This left margin annotatig
during the licensing, the
use left margin annotat
modifications if they are
licensing.

The prin
public can clearly understs

For exal
would be adding annotatig
saying | want to referend
matter choice of as long a
it makes referencing more

The NH
like a very important issi
NRC staff reviews. That
there are constructability i
RIS 2006-06 really was 1
that has been issued.

So, for example, WLS is
Lee and that basically is going to be an identifier that you have plant-
traditionally right now, there are two options in terms of information
are looking at. One is an R-COLA and the other one is the proposed

five bullet points here are DEP for departure, COL for COL information
VAR for variance from an ESP, SUP for supplements that supplement
D and CDI for design information that addresses conceptual design
DCD. Those five elements are really related to the type of material,
the plant that they identified. So, that summarizes the primary way of
y in practice right now.

of usefulness for an “integrated FSAR” or for upcoming applications,
irement that that referencing system be used or that it not be modified.
n is something that is adaptable for future applications. And again,
pre-application period is the best time to discuss. An applicant can
bn (which is often simply called LMA) And they can make some
joing to reference this plant here or this LAR that came out for post-

nary importance is that it be clear, so that NRC, the applicant, and the
and what the content of the application is.

mple, some changes that might be worth considering for an applicant
bn beyond just the standard RCOL and the current application by also
e something that occurred in a different subsequent COL. That is a
s it is clear and understandable. If you want to modify the LMA so that
efficient, that should be discussed during the pre-application period.
presentation on the “Integrated FSAR” was fairly general. It seemed
e was post-licensing submissions from licensees and the associated
ncludes departures and LARSs, if appropriate. A lot of that is because
ssues that are found in the first COLAs after they are under construction.
bcusing on referencing a COL application, rather than an actual COL
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Again, forthe left margin annotation, there is no requirement to use it. There is
no restriction from changing it, as long as it is clear for the public, NRC, and staff.

Then, there are the "me-too" letters. The me-too letters, is a term that is in our
lexicon based on earlier|public meetings. The more formal name for it is an endorsement letter
and it is related to RAI rgsponses to requests for additional information that are associated with
the original reference COLA. These endorsement letters are from subsequent COLAapplicants
that want to indicate that|a response to an RAI that was issued by NRC on a referenced COL is
applicable. An endorsemgnt letter is going to include an evaluation of that RAI response which
will include a table listing which identifies the previous RAl and the RAI responses, A copy of
the R-COL determinationffor the RAI, information on whether the RAI was standard or site-specific
(is also something that is [lequested associated with RIS 2006-06),and then a determination as to
whether the RAI is designated as standard and is endorsed by the subsequent COL applicant.

So, thig|js a picture of something that is standard practice now. These me-too
endorsement letters havé been helpful for staff to quickly identify the RAIls that are being
referenced and the RAI réisponses that are being referenced.

The pragtice has already shifted a little bit because it is not just the R-COLA
that is referenced as seen| in the Lee application, in which there is references to Levy responses.
| don't think there was any|formal announcement by the working group that the Levy was the new
R-COL so that formality, | think, isn't always kept up with. The essence is there in terms of using
these same processes. I he endorsement letters are not required but they are helpful to staff in
identifying and making thpse connections.

I'm on |slide 18 regarding COL applications that reference departures and
exemption reports. Whilg an applicant's application is still under review, Part 7 is the part of the
application that includes ¢xemptions and departures, as well as variances associated with ESPs.
This information is availaple to the public. The referencing system that is in Part 7 of the most
recent COLAs all use notations that is very similar to the LMA. And again, it is adaptable, familiar,
and makes for something that is going to work fairly well going forward.

If you are looking at something that is post-license, however, Part 7 of the COLA
remains unchanged once that license issued. However, during the period from when you are in
construction up until the 10 CFR Part 52.103(g) finding, the COL licensee must submit a semi-
annual report that provides a brief description of plant-specific departures from the DCD, as well
as a summary of the evalyiation for each of these.

So, even once a COL has been issued, the departure information is available and the NRC
reviews of these are also

Anything that is post-COL issuance.
$ also a brief section about COLAs that reference post-licensing

referencing the COLA or

There
information. This inform
a little later about the con
certain changes until aft
number of changes that occur after the license is issued that are useful and of interest to future
COL applicants. There arg the constructability issues that are also encountered between licensing
and the 52.103(g) findingl There are also potential startup issues directly after the 52.103(g)
finding that might also be|pf interest.

In termy of guidance, there is no regulatory requirements that would restrict a
COL applicant from referencing these post-licensing amendments. And that includes departures
and changes or licensingpmendment requests. That information is generally publicly available
and there are no constraifts that would limit an applicant from referencing them.

Whether it is efficient or useful, is really up to the applicant to decide but it would
be, again, something that|should be discussed during the pre-application period. If it occurs later
during the COLA review |process, then having continuing discussions regarding referencing a

NEAL R. GROSS
RT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433

Cou



o JOoO Uk WNhR

licensee’s LAR, is very
And the
is peppered with a numbe
There i
Looking through the exan
but it should be beneficia
So, tha
MR. HI

10

aluable.

n after that, Appendix A has some interesting historyand this document
or of examples.

§ often no concise description of what some of these processes are.
bles is, perhaps, difficult  if you are not already familiar with the process
to anyone who wants to become more familiar with it.

is the presentation. Do we have discussion points on it?

CKS: This is on the actual document that was posted. Page 4, it is

talking about the content of Part 7. And it says for each departure, detailed information is

provided in Part 7 on the
We will
only a brief description ¢
required.
MS. HA
more appropriate?
MR. HI
And thg
MS. HA
MR. HI
MS. HA
MS. AU
was discussed in previou
MR. HI
MS. AU
MR. HI
the semiannual reports th
same criteria in the rule.
typically assumed to be g
reports.
So, tha
MS. HA
MR. Bl
done already, right?

eparture supporting whether NRC approval and exemption is required.
ote that under the certification rules, under Section 10, it states that
the departure and a summary of the evaluation of the departure is

ES: Okay, so rather than detailed information, you think summary is

KS: Yes. Well, to follow the regulation -- to follow the rule.

the detailed information is always available through audit.

ES: Okay.

KS: But we don't provide that in Part 7.

ES: Thank you.

TGEN: That would seem to better align with Section C.1.7, which
meetings but that actually gives the guidance for Part 7.

KS: Right. | think we made some comments on that section, too.
TGEN: It echoes brief description language.

KS: Yes, typically what we consider brief would be if you looked at
t are made by the two COL licensees now, that report has to meet the
The statement applies to both COL applicants. So, that is and will be
summary description, a summary of the evaluation, what was in those

is what we expect to provide in Part 7 as far as departures.
ES: Thank you, Tom. Any comments?
RKHART: That's consistent with what all the COL applicants have

MR. HI
are written a little differe

KS: Well, unfortunately, | think the current COL applicants, Part 7s
ly because when we started writing Part 7 ten years ago, we didn't -- it

wasn't done in the light of|doing these semiannual reports. We took a different approach.
And then this Reg Guide 1.206 guidance that talked about Part 7, | think the

draft that you guys put out did sort of copy what previous COL applicants had done in Part 7 and
we had made the commefnt that really that that was not required by the rule and we refer to these
same statements.

So, ourfcomment here is similar to the comment we made on the other.

MR. BURKHART: To make it consistent with what the regulations require.

MR. HIGKS: Make the certification rule, right.

MS. HAYES: Thank you very much, Tom. Anything else?

MR. HIGKS: IN the endorsement letter discussion, just a minor thing. One of
the bullets you had was {hat the evaluation provide a copy of the R-COL determination that the
RAI was the standard R Was that the second bullet on your slide? Isn't it right up on page
47 ltis on page 4 also in the document.

But basically what | wanted to say was that not all of the design centers did it
that way.

MS. HAYES: So, we are talking about endorsement letters. There is a table
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listing R-COL RAls including RAI ID numbers --

MR. HIGKS: Right.

i ES: -- acopy of the determination for the R-COL.

MR. HICKS: Yes, that bullet there, that second bullet wasn't done by every
design center. In other ords, when an R-COL submitted a response, not every design center
had a statement in there that said this is a standard response.

MS. HAYES: Okay.

MR. HIGKS: | think AP1000 did it but | think in the history of the RAI, we didn't
do it. And there is a lot|of discussion about why we should or shouldn't do it. But the bottom
line is | don't think that is I ally needed anyway for this purpose. So, it is just a comment.

So, if you want to include that, you can say that the evaluation may include
¢|things but it may not always include those things.

ES: Okay.
KS: | mean the evaluation will certainly say whether or not the S-
Whether or not it is called standard or not really doesn't matter.

COLA endorses it or not.

MS. HAYES: Okay. So, typically is too strong. The word may is more
appropriate.

MR. HIOKS: Yes. Yes, | think so.

MS. H i ES: Thank you. Anything else?

MR. HIGKS: No, | don't have anything.

MR. BURKHART: So, this is Larry Burkhart. | mean | was at the last meeting
you had on the “Integrated FSAR”, your proposed one.

| think
consistent with what we
“Integrated FSAR” to be
going to reference, for ex
certified design and they
the key is to somehow a
approved a license amen

4s Barb said, that following the design-centered, if your approach is
have done in the past, then you just see what you propose as an
PO nsistent with a design-centered review approach. It is just if you are
mple, another AP1000 comes in, if they are still referencing the current
ant to incorporate some of the amendments that have been approved,
otate and find a specific DCD and FSAR that is based on and already
ment. They are very clear about that.

There has to be some level of detail around discussion there has to be as far
as if it is still applicable and everything still applies. It is something we need to work out during
our pre-application review. But that is why Barb's suggestion of having these pre-application
interactions is important|iso the staff understands how you are going to come in with your
application and we can dp it efficiently with recognizing we have already done reviews for some
of these license amendmggnts and they probably are directly applicable.

So, the|key is the clarity, as Barb said.

MR. HICKS: And | think, and Howard can comment too on this, but | think
there is some accountability there with an integrated COLA that there would be a pre-application
meeting where we would|go over the exact way that we plan to do that and show how we cover
the things that we just talked about.

MR. BURKHART: Because | think there are a lot of efficiencies that can be
gained from looking at th¢l SEs we have already done for some of the license amendments.

You kngw you can't just really only accept it based on saying it is applicable.
There has to be some sort of review to make sure there is not something specific about that other
application that would negate or make some part of the review --

MR. HICKS: We would expect to do a site-specific evaluation of each one to
see if there was anything|that would change the evaluation for some reason.

MR. BURKHART: Sure. And referencing like five AP1000 design changes
that are standard to all,|you know Levy, Lee, Turkey Point, but they are not really listed as
standard content.

MR. HIGKS: You mean the ISU on the --
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MR. B
what those are, that the
Itis kin
are all going to an FSA
couple of years down the
already reviewed that on
I'm sur

KHART: The ISU-11 design. You know you just have to be clear
aff already reviewed them. | think that can be done.
of easy to do it right now for Levy, Lee, and Turkey Point because they
FSER at the same time. We need to keep in mind that it could be a
road that we need to be able to have a way to remember that we have
issue and had one position.
we will do it. We just need to figure out a way to make it clear in the
application.

MR. HICKS: Right, and that would be in Part 7 mostly. And then the
annotations would be in tfje FSAR to show those changes.

MR. BURKHART: Okay. So, | think we may not use the term “Integrated
FSAR” because we just sge it as an extension of the design-centered review approach. Itis how
you identify the applicatipn coming in and then how do we deal with the evaluation we have
already done on those things that we have completed.

MR. MAHAN: Well, part of what we were worried about is what the reviewer
would see just in the package. Because what you are going to get in Part 2 is going to look -- if
we use the “Integrated HSAR” approach, it is just going to look totally different from what they
have seen and they incqrporated by referenced. Because basically, they are going to get an
FSAR, a real FSAR with gll the DCD and everything included.

We just|wanted to make sure the guidance is in there that says, hey, expect
this. You could see this |in this approach.

MR. BYRKHART: Right. See, that's where | see the value of the pre-
application review, whergwe can actually interact in a public setting with some of the reviewers,
so they understand exactly what we are going to see.

MR. HICKS: And we plan on doing that, if that is the way we get the program

running.

MR. BURKHART: Butl think for everybody's sake, the public's, the applicant's,
and the NRC's is to savg|resources. We have to take advantage for those who used what we
have already done wherd|it is justifiable.

MS. HAYES: So, the summary is we didn't like this point-by-point for
everything that was in the proposal but having looked at the design in NEI's mind, we think that
we do have an adaptablg system for keeping it within the regulatory context. when there is a
COLA to look at. Again, the pre-app period is going to be very important.

MR. BURKHART: Right, and this is Larry Burkhart again.

And when we do start those pre-application interactions, that gives us a much
better opportunity and timeliness to give more guidance to the reviewers on how they should look
at precedence in some off these issues, how they might be able to incorporate it into the SE for
the COL application.

MR. HIGKS: That is a good lead into our part -- what he just said.

MS. HAYES: Let's doit.

So, at this point, are there any other comments on the DCRA at this point?
Because | think we would|like to move into an NEI presentation regarding C.2.14.

And | do have on the computer a copy of C.2.14 that was discussed back in
June, as well as the stafff presentation on it, if you need to refer to either of those during this
discussion.

So, who| is going to be speaking, Tom?

MR. HIGKS: Yes, | will. This is Tom Hicks. You can go to the next slide.

This prgsentation is talking about the C.2.14, as Barbara mentioned. And a
draft of this came out last year, | think it was, that had some language on it. And on this first
slide, we quoted that language. This is for a COL applicant referencing a design certification.
And this is talking about ¢hanges to Tier 2 information.
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And whiat the current draft says, that last one we saw, says that departures form

Tier 2 made in compliance with Section VIII.B.5 of the Design Certification Rules that do not
require prior NRC approval will be considered resolved. The NRC staff will not re-review these
departures in the COL proceeding, as described in Section VI.B of the Design Certification Rules.

| think that is good language. It comes right from the rule. And | think | even
heard from Tom that you|were going to add some stuff about auditing to that write-up. | forget
who the person was that|was writing this section. | can't remember the name but anyway, she
had run it by OGC and thgy were looking at adding some language about auditing, which is fine,
you know auditing the departure evaluations.

But whdt we felt was that this is good but, having been doing this for a lot of
years, we still foresee potgntial staff questions coming up on a particular departure that say | need
to write an RAl on this d

Okay, Wwell, so we addressed that potential. If you go to the next slide, we
wanted to add another ! ragraph to this section. Now, this paragraph, let me give it a little
history. The first design ertification, the ABWR, came up with those words that are in all of these
certification rules. And there is a lot of SECY papers that went back and forth before that first
certification went. And if you go back and read all of those, you can get a history of where they
came up with the words tfjat were on that previous slide about finality of departures.

And when they issued the ABWR certification rule, there was supplementary
information in the Federal|Register that the agency issued that explained where that item VI came
from about Tier 2 changes that don't require prior NRC approval or have finality.

And this paragraph that we have on the slide we would like to insert and
basically excerpts from that Federal Register notice that explains where that came from. And
basically what it says is that if properly implemented -- let me start over and read the whole thing.

“The basis for this position, as described in the supplementary information
accompanying the initial ABWR certification rulemaking, is that the departure process, if properly
implemented by a COL applicant, "must logically result in departures which are both 'within the
envelope' of the Commission's safety finding for the design certification rule and for which the
Commission has no safety concern. Therefore, it follows that properly implemented departures
from Tier 2 should contipue to be accorded the same extent of issue resolution as that of the
original Tier 2 information [from which it was 'derived.” Which essentially means that departures
that are determined to nat require NRC approval have the same finality as the Tier 2 information
where they came from.

And | het if you asked all the people in NRO whether departures the COLA
applicant makes have fingllity of the certification rule status, 90 percent would say no. So, | think
that this is an important concept that we feel should go into the Reg Guide. Because what it says
is you don't need any additional information to write your safety evaluation on this departure
because the commission |has said if the process is properly implemented, and that is verified
through audit, then that dgparture falls within the safety evaluation that the Commission wrote for
the certification rule.

So, there is no additional safety finding that the staff has to make during a COL
applicant proceeding.

MR. BURKHART: This is Larry Burkhart. So, if properly implemented by a
COL and you mentioned @n audit, an inspection, let's call it whatever it is, then there needs to be
further discussion about Wwhat the scope of that audit or inspection is.

MR. HIGKS: Well, we have had it. We had at Vogtle one summer. We have
had audits of the departure process. You know the staff comes in, they audit whether they are
following. They have a process that meets the rule and where they are following the process.
And | would expect if a CQL applicant was going to use this same approach and incorporate these
departures, that the staff{would do an audit and come down, let them see the process that they
used for that as departurgs, verify that it is following the rule and make some conclusions about
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roperly implemented.

RKHART: So, | think this is all very good. This is a very good
hank you for highlighting this wording. | was not aware of it.

a legal sense of whether or not somebody, for instance, could put a
rture that is made under Tier 2, and | don't know the answer to this --

IKS: There was a discussion in the rule about that.
out contentions and all that.

RKHART: That may be a different issue.

KS: It may be a different issue.

RKHART: Your point here is how --

KS: It does have finality. It does have finality. So, you would have
ee what that means in the context of a certification rule when you say
far as whether -- well, for example --

RKHART: Well, if it has finality, then --

KS: Ifit has finality, then you would say no, right?

RKHART: Then it shouldn't be context.

KS: Forthe same reason thatin a COL proceeding someone couldn't

And honestly, |

b

V

1}
)
§

M

Cou

(202) 234-4433

ragraph that was incorporated from the DCD because that is finality.
KHART: Right.
KS: This would have the same finality.

KHART: Right, so what | am just curious about, when you come in
rt County application, you have go back to the certified design and then
re has to be a whole list of all of the departures.

KS: Yes. Absolutely. That would be in Part 7.

KHART: So, | guess we are going to consult the lawyers about it.
nk what you are saying is that not all of those departures could be
ome of those departures would have finality is what you are saying.
KS: Most of them. The only ones that wouldn't are the ones that

amendments.

KHART: Right.

KS: You are looking at 500 departures, maybe, a global amount, say
, prior NRC approval, and maybe less than 100 now that do.
RKHART: Yes, so | am going to have to go back and talk to our
e would have need clarity on that.

nk in general the staff agrees that at least this should be a graded
w the departures, right?

KS: Right.

RKHART: My point is that Tier 2 changes should be, whatever they
afety important than the changes to Tier 2 start, Tier 1. Remember,
1ges that involve Tier 2 --

KS: Those aren't included here --

RKHART: Right.

KS: -- because that would require a prior NRC approval.

RKHART: Right and that gets to the “if properly implemented” issue.

1KS: Yes, well this one talks about those that do not require prior NRC

RKHART: Right.

KS: Right.

RKHART: Right. So, | am just --

IKS: And | would expand on what you said about a graded approach

R
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 which the Commission has no safety concerns”.

RKHART: Yes.

KS: So, that's pretty strong language.

RKHART: That is pretty strong language. So, what was the context

KS: This was the first certification rule, where these words got put in
to basically say where these words came from. And so they wrote
n that rulemaking that said this is where these words came from.

bu go back even further, there are SECY papers that discussed back
ild be put in the first rulemaking for a DC.

RKHART: So, this is what was probably in what they called the
n.
CKS: Yes, that's the same thing. They call it supplemental

RKHART: Not exactly in the rule.

KS: Well, it was published in the Federal Register.

RKHART: Yes, I'm just questioning myself. This seems to be like
the rule.

KS: In the rule, no it is not in the rule itself. The previous statement
and this just explains where that came from.

RKHART: Okay. Yes, | guess that what | am discussing is | don't
I. It is something | need to go back and talk about.

uld go further and say | think that we do agree with this statement
cusing on those issues that are most safety-significant and that follow

bw this is good. This is good. Okay, these are good comments.
YES: Thank you very much. Any further discussion on this

vould say let's get back to the main presentation.

talk about ITAAC after this.

now, let's talk about the slide 27, C.2.16 is regarding finalizing licensing
tent of this is basically to retire ISG DC/COL I1SG-11, which basically
D8 time period from a series of discussions and meetings back then.
ze point concept was intended to address challenges that are inherent
is still evolving and under review at the same time.

c addresses freeze points for COL applications and DC applications.
applications, however, we have not seen that in practice so far and it
plicable. The write-up that will be made public in the very near future
COLAs.

of the questions we asked ourselves when we were looking at ISG-11
e applicants. It certainly has been valuable to past applicants. The
ks is that it could be or may well be so it is definitely appropriate to keep

cept of the freeze point is to have the applicant make a determination
NRC that this particular revision that is under review right now is the
basis we want to have used for your determination and that there are
s to the overall design that will be submitted at a later point after the
certification.
de sense to folks at the time. The real question, though, that is at the
ncerns regarding which of those changes could be deferred and what
At the heart of ISG-11 is basically a statement saying that yes, you
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can go ahead and make t
ability to make their findi
be addressed and cannof]
these items.

is declaration but if there are changes that are going to affect the staff's
g related to safety, security, and the environment, then those have to
be deferred. There are a couple of examples from the ISG-11 regarding

It is worth pointing out is that we have developed this terminology in the ISG but
there is no formal requirgment that an applicant for DC or COL actually say this is our official
freeze point letter. Thefe is no such requirement and the de facto, the fallback, position is
whatever has been submijfted to us through the formal processes for review is the de facto freeze
point. However, when things get busy and when staff is reviewing one set of RAl responses and
then another revision comes in at the same time, it is actually very beneficial to formally say don't
look at that one, look at this one. But again, it is optional to make it as a formal declaration.

The e
changes that could not
correction of significant
support other licensing-
preclude operation within
to PRA insight.

I

amples that were in 1ISG-011 regarding information associated with
e deferred until after the licensing or certification review would be
rors, ensuring compliance with NRC regulations, changes needed to
Nasis documents, technical corrections that if not changed would

he bounds of the licensing basis and significant vulnerabilities related
And rig l

in draft form later this weg

The w
requests and COLAs. B8
that relate to NRC's nee
that is still under review g
and could be the situatio
bears that schedule risk a

In terms
what can be deferred. |

t now, we have envisioned that the document that we are going to share
k is going to be consistent with that original list.

e-up will also talk a little bit about DC applications or certification
sically, COLAs have the same restrictions regarding deferring changes
d finding. We are including a note that if you are referencing a DC
d has not been certified yet, which has been the situation in the past
in the future, basically the COL applicant is going to be the one that
sociated with delays that occur due to DC delays.

of DC certification requests, you have the same restrictions regarding
is worth noting that you are going to have more significant long-term
impacts for things that ane deferred because those will all be things that if a COL wants to use
them later on, the COL applicant will have to come in with a departure for it. So, it changes the
game a little bit and has a|longer impact time-wise.

For example, something that might be deferred is going to be related to fuel
design. That is an area Where you have a higher probability that the vendor will come up with a
suggestion afterwards, affer the certification.

The lasf] section of the write-up basically talks about DC errors that are found
after certification but could in fact impact actual COL applications that have been reviewed. Here,
regardless of whether it i$ identified before or after a COLA freeze point , a COL applicant still
needs to address those OC errors. Reliance on findings for the DC will have to be within reason.
Resolution of the DC errqgrs can't be deferred until after the COL issuance if it affects information
that the staff relies upon||Under no circumstances will NRC grant an application that does not
satisfy the Atomic Energyf|Act and Commission regulations. Again, the COL application bears the
scheduled risk associatef] with any errors that are found in the DC after certification and those
need to be addressed befpre a license can be issued.

One thing on NRC's side is that for DC safety significant errors, a resolution of
them may be documenteq] in a regulatory information summary so that they can be shared more
widely, in terms of how any such errors are found, et cetera.

So, that|is basically it in a nutshell. Bruce, do you have anything to add?

MR. BAYOL: Not yet.

The significant errors that were discussed, and | think they were all covered
previously with an NEI letter, meetings, responses were sent back in July, July 18th | believe were
letter date. And we havgn't yet -- | mean there wasn't anything that was brought forward from
that letter yet. So, this might be -- is there any discussion on that from the history of how that

7.
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what the COL applicant w
And we
phase where we have to f
NRC can agree on becau
And staff has provided sd
So, still
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STGEN: So, we will watch with interest for the availability of this
ave looked at the response letter from July to the staff on this issue of
buld have to resolve, if it was part of the design certification.

are not sure exactly where we want to go yet. | think we are still in that
gure out, okay, is there another option out there that both industry and
se we have provided some suggestions and staff has not liked those.
me suggestions and we are like, we don't know about that.

0 be determined there.

VOL: | think the license condition which was originally discussed

subsequently all the sign
was a license condition t
that line. So, while | thir]
that threshold from ISG-1
come under a license cor
But the
Will this come up again
significant errors coming
again, it is nothing that is
MR. HI
out, what the obligation is
going forward now -- hoy
just say? | mean who
something like that?
MR. BA
MR. HI
certified. So you have 4
they may or may not kno
What
Southern Company applig
going on, what design ¢
obligation is it to report s

Fo o

then that would address
MR. BU
guidance.
MS. CA
MR. BU
point.
MR. HI(]
MS. CA
MR. HI{
COL applicant to have sa
not even know about.
site-specific stuff. They §
MR. BU
MR. H
regulation, who has the

L}

icant errors were addressed at the Levy application. But | think there
at was discussed with the shield building analysis or something along
there is a category of issues that Barbara was talking about that had
and there are other circumstances yet to be determined but that would
ition option.

question is, is this a unique situation. Was this a unique situation?
the future where you have got the two licensees, construction, and
up, holding up an applicant? One might say ESBWR would be but
ddressing itself right now.

KS: Is the guidance going to address, the one you are going to put
n the COL applicant to even be aware of something -- I'm talking about
a COL applicant would even become aware of such a problem, let's
s got the obligation under the regulations to notify say you guys of

OL: Well, what is ISG-11 doing for you?

KS: 1SG-11, though, | mean you are talking about a design that is
COL applicant that is referencing a certified design. Okay? | mean,
what is going on with design changes with Westinghouse.

ligation is there for that applicant? | mean if the applicant is not a
tant or a SCANA applicant, how are they going to know what stuff is
ange might have occurred, what error might have occurred? Whose
ch a thing?

VOL: It's in Part 21.

KS: Okay, but Part 21 is a much higher threshold than ISG-11.

VOL: | agree.

KS: Unless you are going to make that the threshold in this guidance,
e problem.

RKHART: No, we certainly wouldn't make Part 21 the threshold of the

MPBELL: No, really why not?
RKHART: Well, that would be a decision -- it is a good discussion

KS: Because that solves the problem.

MPBELL: | mean that seems to be appropriate.

IKS: Right now, we are really in an area where you are expecting a
me sort of obligation to report some design error that they may or may

Because again, you have a certified design. They are working on their

re not doing design details.

RKHART: They are not interacting at all with their vendor?

CKS:  Well, they may or may not be but the question is, under
bbligation here. And it is not clear that the COL applicant has an
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RKHART: Well, it is clear that when the, well, they have to have a QA

program. All these entiti
When

construction and operatign.

MR. HI

gs have to have QA programs.
hey get the license, they have the ultimate responsibility for the safe

KS: When you get alicense. Thatis a different situation. I'm talking

about during the application process.

You ha
application going in. Th
being done by Westinghg

MR. BU
the problems, it wasn't
centered that allowed the

Was it
find these issues so that

Now, th

MR. H
somebody that has gotal
before they are going to
found this problem when

MR. BA
applicable when the reac
time --

MR. HI

MR. BA
that construction is being
all those issues are ironeg
period of time where an g
know that there is an issu

MR. HI
MR. Bl
| know | am sta
MR. HI
MR. BU
information, because the

require.

e a situation where like this is a Levy or Turkey Point. They have an
y are not doing design changes. | mean all those design changes are
ise for say for Vogtle. | mean that is separate.

RKHART: Well, you are right in the way everybody found out about
necessarily by requirements. It was the discussions in the design-
m to discover these things.

H bad thing? Was it a good thing? My opinion is it is a good thing to
ney can be addressed.

¢ issue of who is required to report them --

CKS: Well we are talking about going forward. | mean you get
icense application that is going through a review and they get six months
get a license and then, all of a sudden, somebody finds out that they
they were building SCANA that needs to be fixed.

\WOL: But again, timing. If you have a period of time where that is
br is up and running and everything is -- you are talking about a span of

IKS: I'm talking about an application.

VOL: -- from a COL application with a licensed -- that has a license,
jone, issues are being found during that construction. And then when
d out over a length of time after the 103(g) finding. So, you have this
pplicant in that period of time, you are basically saying, how would they
¢ that came up during construction?

IKS: And what obligation do they have to even do anything about it?
JRKHART: So, the only obligation you have is what the regulations
ng the obvious but it is true.

KS: But the regulations don't even talk about this.

RKHART: Well, exactly. But when the staff is made aware of some
ISG, that is guidance to the staff.

I

And in fact on at least one or two of the COLAs, we actually wrote RAls because

we hadn't yet been officig
MR. BA
the condensate return.
MR. BU
MR. HI
approach and that you arg
that has already been ap
MR. BU
of solutions to this issue.

lly told on the docket that there were issues.
VOL: And | believe that is how we found out about those issues with

RKHART: So, you bring up a good point.

KS: So, | think what it points out, though, is a problem with this whole
putting this burden on a COL applicant for something that is in a design
roved in a design center.
RKHART: Well, you're right.

O \W17J

And in fact, we are looking at a spectrum

In my
appendices that says if y|
vendor not the COL appli

pinion, it would have been great to have a part of either Part 52 or the
u meet these ISG-11 criteria, you need to report that to the NRC, the
ant.

So, | th|nk you are right that we know that there is a gap with respect to -- well,

first of all, is the threshol
or should it be something

we are choosing the right threshold of reporting or should it be Part 21
else? And then who should do that report?
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MPBELL: Well, it goes to the other issue, too. The COL application
ppplicant. It is very time-dependent and they have a certain deadline
d of time with certain costs that eventually may go back to rank pairs.

hey can do a license amendment later. So, it seems like the ISG-11
st as high as Part 21 and then do the license amendments later. If it
ter, once you do the freeze point, why can't you do those documents

I meanlit is just -- | think we just need to wait and see how it is written up but

you know it does need to
MR. BU
particular issue because
between NRC and NEI w|
We arg
other issues with the desi
we would have to resolve
MS. CA
got those concerns?
MR. BU
MR. BA
MR. BUY
that threshold? Which | K
MS. AU

o -5

threshold?

MR. BU
year now in other forms.

MR. HI(
guidance, it seems like yq
date, at least.

MS. AU
We have not seen the drgi
types of things that we wj
you on that are the things
developed for? Are they
one of these subsequent
probably don't, but if we d
separately with the staff {¢
be able to resolve that iss

De written --

RKHART: But this guidance isn't going to solve this issue, this
| am sure you are familiar with the letters that went back and forth
ere both sides were using specific legal arguments.

ed that our findings had to be made in reason and if we are aware of
n that would cause us to question our safety and security findings, that
those issues before.

MPBELL: But how does that not become a Part 21 issue, if you have

RKHART: Well, Part 21 is significant -- who knows --

VOL: Significant safety | think is the wording.

RKHART: Right. How could a plant under construction ever meet
now is an argument you are trying to make.

STGEN: Yes, how could a plant applying for a license ever meet that

RKHART: So, | mean this is the conversation we have had for over a

KS: But if you have got to get rid of ISG-11 and put it all in to this
u would try to make this guidance, bring it up to speed, bring it up to

STGEN: So, | would suggest or maybe try to leave it in this context:
t write-up on this yet. So, we will watch with interest for that. And the
| be thinking about as we prepare our comments and our feedback to
ike are the ISG-11 criteria still appropriate for what they were originally
also appropriate for required changes to a design certification, when
COL applicants comes in? And if we don't believe they are, which we
bn't believe that they are, we will, of course, continue those interactions
b try and figure out what the criteria should be and, perhaps, we won't
ue at the same time as we move forward with Reg Guide 1.206, just

because it is not completg
MR. BU
opinion, we should bring
of this.
MS. CA

in its negotiation.
KHART: Yes, | mean you bring up a very good subject that, in my
omething into the regulations for clarity. But that is beyond the scope

PBELL: Well, what are you going to do with the AP1000 rule? Are

you going to impose the generic change to incorporate those changes?

MR. BU
MS. CA
MR. BU
MS. CA
rule if there was an error.
| mean it just needs to be
MR. BU

KHART: The NRC is not going to impose a change.

PBELL: Well then how could this be a problem?

KHART: So, that was an option for us to do that.

PBELL: But you will have future applicants who are not under the
If it rose to the level of a Part 21, you would probably take some action.
hought about in the context of --

KHART: Yes, well | can say that we have thought about it. And also

| can say that the applicants came to us with these changes, too. So, this was not forced upon
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anybody.

MR. HICKS: But you don't give them a license until the issue has been
resolved.

MR. BAVOL: | thought Levy took that on the very first time.

MR. HIGKS: They had to take it on because they were told they weren't going
to get a license.

MR. BURKHART: Can you find the document that says that?

MR. HIGKS: | think there was a document. But anyway, yes.

MR. BURKHART: This is a subject that would have been Reg Guide 1.206, |
think.

MR. HIGKS: There was a letter.

MR. BURKHART: So, there are many tools that can be used. So, we are
where we are. I'm not sgying we shouldn't revisit where we are. And I'm not the person who
makes that decision.

So, I th
comments on the draft, ¢

MS. CA
be sent out to the --

MS. HA
public meeting notices o

MR. S|

MS. HA
for me to do the submissi

One is
points-- we will probably

MR. HI

k what Katie is saying is a very good way to address this. If you have
rtainly put those in writing.
PBELL: So, what are the next steps about the draft? Is it going to

ES: Well, my goal is to have the two ones that did not make it to the
later this week.

K: Did | hear this week?

ES: Thisweek, yes. Thatis the goal. And it takes a couple of days

e ITAAC which one is going to be ready to go. This one on freeze
alk about this a little bit later this afternoon or tomorrow or something.
KS: Are these going through OSG before they go out or not?

ES: Yes, OGC.

MS. HA
intended to go into the
last bite of the apple. B

ES: So and of course we are talking about a draft topic that is
ain DG, which will then be out for public comment. So, this is not the
that is my goal, to get that out later this week.

Any additional discussion on finalizing license basis information?

We just have one item for this meeting and that is related to ITAAC. Chris, are
you with us?

MR. WHLCH: Yes, I'm still here.

MS. HAYES: Lovely.

MR. WHLCH: I'm a little short on time so | will just go through this.

MS. H ‘i ES: Okay, great.

MR. WHLCH: Okay, the first slide.

MS. H ‘i ES: There we go. Yes, we are on slide 21.

MR. WHLCH: Yes, there will be an ML number, we will eventually get it once

the document is finished through its review process or approval process.

It is bagjcally a rewrite in its entirety, not very similar at all to the prior version
and the object here was [p remove the material that is all specified in the standard review plan,
Chapter 14.3 and Chapteg 14.3 and supplements 14.3.1 through 12.

The section has an overview for basically just a short perspective on the history,
some of the differences gff Part 50 and 52 and then it goes into the guidance section.
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One notable thing is this write-up does not reference or speak to the standard

ITAAC project.

So, therg is basically four sections, an overview, the regulatory requirements,

discussion on the ITAAC

believe | credited NEI for what they had provided in their draft NEI 15-02.

of information of the histg

In the
early site permit, design ¢
combined license. But g
early site permit, it was a

And it ig
The early site permit wou
site permit. And if there

safety analysis report.
And th
reference a standard des
provide design descriptio
them from design descrip
And ag
permit and the design ce
The nep
14.3 of the FSAR or the D
used to develop the IT
references to the critical |i
and the safety analysis.

And a |f

information, where if we
is being used or amplify
standard ITAAC develop

And th
the three column-table
column; and the accepta

And jus
the design descriptions s
or Tier 2 of the DCD: a
information to enter into
to validate the top leve
significance.

is available for review. |
NEI 15-02 for their regula

So, of ¢
15-02 and that industry 3

NAC by the licensee or the applicant.

basis, format, content, design descriptions, and then a nice history. |
It is just a good source

y behind the ITAAC.

equirement section, it basically just goes through the possibilities, the

rt, and combined license, recognizing C.2.9 is really speaking to the
nce the combined license can invoke by reference a design cert and
propriate to identify them.

just talking about the ITAAC requirements that are associated with that.
deal with emergency planning, depending on the content of the early
as a limited work authorization, there could be ITAAC associated with

n the combined license could be for custom design, i.e., doesn't
gn or a certified design. If it is a custom design and they choose to
s, they should be called ITAAC design descriptions. That differentiates

t section is the ITAAC basis. That is to be entered into the Chapter
D. And it refers to the methodology and the process and procedures
It should contain the cross
ems such as the risk-significant PRA attributes and the assumptions

new section then gets into the ability to provide ITAAC supporting

gre given ITAAC, you can describe the inspection tests or analysis that

e required acceptance criteria. And that is an item that fell out of the
ent process working with industry.
n there is guidance on the format and content. Again, it recommends
rmat with the design commitment; inspections, tests, and analyses
ce criteria column.
to highlight some specific requirements of the design descriptions:
puld be derived solely from the detailed design information in the FSAR
raded approach should be used when determining items and design
er 1 or have ITAAC developed; and the fact that the ITAAC are meant
design and performance characteristics that have risk or safety

hrough that rather quickly and | should have told you every time |
gize for that.

ES: That's all right. It was easy to follow, Chris.

ussion on anything Chris Welch had to say about what is in this topic?
STGEN: Yes. So, again, we will look with interest when this section
ill be sure to pass along your compliments to the folks who worked on
ory history and some of the other bits that you referenced.

burse we understand the status of those ongoing discussions on NEI
nd NRC are still very much working towards a guidance document on

standardized ITAAC that|¢ould be endorsed in its own Reg Guide.
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Looking|at the scope of everything that Chris presented for this section and the
scope of NEI 15-02, it looKs like there is a lot of alignment or overlap, depending on how you want
to look at it.

So, the|guestion is, is there an ultimate plan for once NEI 15-02 is endorsed,
hopefully in a Reg Guide,|how that would then be fed back to Reg Guide 1.206 or the most logical
way, again, to not duplicate guidance but to really make sure that everything is logically organized
and clear for the users.

MS. HAYES: Chris, any comments?

MR. WELCH: | don't really have a comment on which direction we are going
forward with 15-02.

As you know, the ultimate goal is to incorporate the proposed standard ITAAC
into the SRP of the NUREG-0800 in to Chapter 14.3 and its supplements. And updating those
documents is in a schedyle and we are just following the schedule.

MS. AUSTGEN: Okay. So, the draft for C.2.9, since you have removed
anything that would have| been duplicative to the SRP 14.3, have you also put a pointer in there
to SRP 14.3 and so thgn that would be somewhat evergreen, as 15-02 is endorsed and
incorporated in the SRP, then it would be naturally be tied back to this NUREG?

MR. WHLCH: Right. And the guidance section about the ITAAC basis format,
content, design descriptians specifically references the applicants to the RIS 2008-05, as well as
all of the SRP chapters that have any bearing on ITAAC, including Section 19.3 for a RTNSS,
Regulatory Treatment of Non-Safety Systems. So, there is atie. Yes, there is a tie.

MS. AUSTGEN: Okay. All right, so we will look forward to reviewing that
when it comes out later th|s week.

MS. HAYES: And this is Barbara, | was just going to add that, again, we are
looking at a draft document that is going to into a DG that goes through a public review process.
So, it seemed more logica| to let the discussion of that NEI 15-02 finalize at the same time, rather
than hold off on everything.

So, thaijwas part of my thinking on this.

MS. CAMPBELL: So you said these were the last four. So, are you predicting
any kind of publication date for the draft?

MS. HAYES: | do have one and | think | shared it with Katie. It might have
slipped a few weeks. | gm going to be away, which is why we are rushing this meeting today.

So, right now, | am at a point where | am putting things together so that we can
serve our process internglly.

as best | can and we will|see if we can resolve any issues. There were a couple of things that
were raised, most of them | got.

| think thie one related to the finalizing licensing basis, | would like to have some
discussions with DNRL bgfore making changes but | think | basically understood.

So, la I planning on putting this together and start moving it forward.

MR. HIGKS: What was the date?

MS. A TGEN: Is it still fourth quarter of this year for the complete draft guide
or is that slipping a couplg of weeks, pushed us into the first quarter next year?

MS. HAYES: I'm not sure. | will send you an email later if | -- | don't know
how recently | updated yqu.
communication.

It has not slipped not very much, if it has slipped at all since the last

MR. HIGKS: And that will be the whole thing.
ES: There will be a complete DG, just one part. Before we were
going to have two or threge DGs coming through. Now, that we don't have the detailed FSAR
information in there, it mgkes sense to make it much smaller.

MR. SIgK: So, let me ask a question. And maybe it has been discussed prior
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ill not be incorporated into the Reg Guide?

MS. HAYES: Right now, itis not included in this draft version of the regulatory

topic that is going into th
MR. SI
wondering why are we s

right? Isn't that what yo

leave the Reg Guide as
some advice.
MR. SI
MR. HI
that information that yo
background information t

is a requirement that cur|
DCD should have one m
the staff.

draft guide.

bK: Is there a plan to subsequently include it?
barating standardized ITAAC from --

KS: He said it is going into the SRP, isn't it?

K: I'msorry. What did you say, Tom?

[KS: | think he said it is going in the SRP instead of the Reg Guide,
said, Chris?

LCH: I actually had plans to put them into SRP 14.3.

KS: So not in this Reg Guide but in the standard review plan, right?
LCH: Correct. We want to keep all the ITAAC stuff in SRP 14.3, just
high-level document that points to the different requirements to provide

| guess | am just

K: Thank you. That helps me alot. Thank you.

KS: 1 have one other question. The ITAAC supporting discussion, is
would expect to go in a COLA? | don't know. Or was that just
at you are putting in the Reg Guide?

LCH: Background information in the Reg Guide.

KS: Oh, okay.

LCH: And part of it you would expect to find in the DCD because there
ently exists that the analyses, the tests that should be described, the
hod of completing the ITAAC that has been reviewed and approved by

YES: Any further discussion on the ITAAC?
MPBELL: Will it address site-specific ITAAC as well? Because what

you just discussed or what DCD would apply to site-specific ITAAC, that it would be the FSAR

rather than the DCD that
MR. W
MS. C
MS. H
MR. W
MS. C
MR. HI
MS. C

vould have the information.

LCH: That is correct.

MPBELL: So, are you going to cover that in the SRP?

YES: Did you hear the question?

LCH: Yes. Yes, | believe the SRP goes through it all.
MPBELL: So, that may go more towards your question, Tom.
KS: Maybe. We will see what comes out.

MPBELL: Thank you.

MS. HAYES: Okay, | think we're finished with all the regulatory topics. If there

is any feedback regardin
a feedback button on the
Any las

the meeting in general, | have some written feedback forms. There is
bublic meeting site.
comments or discussion?

NEAL R. GROSS

COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS

(202) 234-4433

1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433



24

Well, then | thank everybody for their input at the meeting today. This is very
much appreciated by NRC staff and will help to inform our finalization of this draft guide for the
revision.

Thank ypu all.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 3:40 p.m.)

NEAL R. GROSS

COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS

1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.

(202) 234-4433 WWASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




