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Subject: Comments on Draft Regulatory Guide (RG) DG-1337, "Restart of a Nuclear 
Power Plant Shut Down by a Seismic Event" (Federal Register81 FR76633, 
dated November 3, 2016, Docket ID NRC-2016-0224) 

This letter is being submitted in response to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's 
(NRC's) request for comments concerning the subject draft Regulatory Guide (RG) 
DG-1337, "Restart of a Nuclear Power Plant Shut Down by a Seismic Event," published in 
the Federal Register (i.e., 81 FR76633, dated November 3, 2016). 

This d~aft RG is proposed Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.167 (same title). DG-1337 
describes the process, inspections, and tests that the NRG considers acceptable to 
demonstrate that a nuclear power plant is safe for restarting after a shutdown· caused by a 
seismic event. This draft RG also· describes long-term evaluations to provide evidence that 
the power plant will continue to operate safely. 

Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
subject draft RG and offers the attached comments for consideration by the NRG. Exelon 
also supports the comments submitted by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) on behalf of the 
industry related to this draft RG. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact 
Richard Gropp at (61 O} 765-5557. 

Respectfully, 

David P. Helker 
Manager, Licensing and Regulatory Affairs 
Exelon Gener?tion Company, LLC · 
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Comments Concerning Draft Regulatory Guide DG-1337, "Restart of a 
Nuclear Power Plant Shut Down bv a Seismic Event" 

Draft Regulatory Guide (RG) DG-1337, "Restart of a Nuclear Power Plant Shut Down by a 
Seismic Event," describes the process, inspections, and tests that the NRC considers , 
acceptable to demonstrate that a nuclear power plant is safe for restarting after a shutdown 
caused by a seismic event. This draft RG also describes long-term evaluations to provide 
evidence that the power plant will continue to operate safely. This draft RG is proposed 
Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.167 (same title). 

Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon) appreciates the opportunity to comment on DG-
1337 and offers the following comments for consideration by the NRC. 

General Comments 

1. Section C.2, "Exceptions and Clarifications to Section 7 of ANS/ANSI 2.23-2016," specifies 
the following: 

a. Exception to Section 7.3 Recommended post-earthquake action levels: 

Table 7-1 of ANSIANSl-2.23-2016 directs the licensee to follow Action Level 1 when 
the earthquake level exceeds the safe shutdown earthquake (SSE) and the observed 
damage level is categorized as Damage Level 0 or Damage Level 1. Action Level 1 
relies on focused visual inspections and tests but does not require the analysis of 
any SSCs prior to restart. Additional justification is needed prior to restart to provide 
reasonable assurance of continued performance and safety for SSCs which are 
located in areas where visual inspections and tests are not deemed effective (such 
as inaccessible locations, insulated piping, etc.). Licensees should perform an 
evaluation of SSCs selected on a sampling basis; this evaluation should be 
performed using sound engineering principles and in a manner similar to that of 
evaluations meeting the expectations of NRG Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 
0326, Sections C.04 and C.07. The intent of this evaluation is to demonstrate that 
there are no unobserved latent or safety impacts on continued operation from SSCs 
that were possibly damaged, but not inspected, as a result of the earthquake. 
Because plant configurations do not rapidly change, licensees should consider 
developing a list of these SSCs in advance of an event. 

Exelon believes that without adequate and further justification the effect of the proposed 
exception will result in significant hardship to licensees. Exelon recommends that the 
proposed exception to Section 7 .3 be deleted for the following reasons since it is considered 
unwarranted: 

• The ANS/ ANSI 2.23-2016, "Nuclear Power Plant Response to an Earthquake," 
document has provided adequate justification for performing focused visual 
inspections and tests only for Damage Level (DL) O and DL 1 - Action Level (AL) 1. 
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• Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) and Unresolved Safety 

Issue (USI) A-46, "Verification of Seismic Adequacy of Mechanical and Electrical 
Equipment in Operating Reactors," results demonstrate that safe shutdown 
Structures, Systems, and Components (SSCs) are capable of withstanding 
accelerations in excess of SSE loading. 

• Extensive evaluations and functional testing of equipment performed at North Anna 
following their 2011 seismic event (even though thorough inspections did not reveal 
any damage) ensured that SSCs were capable of performing their required design 
basis functions. 

• The Cumulative Absolute Velocity (GAV) threshold value used for Safe Shutdown 
Earthquake (SSE) exceedance criterion is the same as for the Operating Basis 
Earthquake (QBE) exceedance criterion. This is a very conservative value for SSE 
exceedance and should be adjusted to a higher value to be more consistent with an 
SSE design level before taking exception to this requirement. 

2. Section C.2, "Exceptions and Clarifications to Section 7 of ANS/ANSI 2.23-2016," specifies 
the following: 

b. Documentation 

Results and interpretation of analyses performed in accordance with the guidance in 
C.3.a of this regulatory guide, together with the documentation described in Section 
8.8 of ANS/ANS/-2.23-2016, should be submitted to the NRG for review and 
acceptance. Documentation should include the condition reports methodology, 
assumptions, assessments, technical specification surveillance requirement number 

. for each surveillance tests, etc., that demonstrated that the operability of all safety-. 
related SSCs was not affected. In addition, the documentation should demonstrate 
that any non-safety related SSC impacts are corrected, or that the risk is properly 
managed in accordance with 1 O CFR 50. 65; that is if the plant is restarted with non
safety related equipment impacts left uncorrected or unevaluated then the increase 
in risk must be monitored and accounted for in the daily risk assessments. In 
addition, regarding the selection of SSCs for item C.3.a above, the method or logic 
for determining which SSCs were selected and how the sample population was 
narrowed should be documented. 

Exelon believes that the references to Section "C.3.a" cited in the two locations in the 
paragraph above should actually reference ''C.2.a" rather than C.3.a. 
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3. Section C.3, "Exception to Section 9.5 of ANS/ANSl-2.23-2016," specifies the following: 

Section 9.5 of ANSIANSl-2.23-2016 provides guidance on development of a seismic 
evaluation and verification plan. Section 9.5 states that the plan should require that new 
and replacement safety related SSCs be qualified to both the licensing basis design 
spectra and the observed spectra unless it can be demonstrated that the SSCs involved 
do not pose a significant seismic risk. However, compliance with that statement would 
not be sufficient to meet NRG requirements: all new or replacement equipment must 
meet current or amended site licensing basis requirements. 

Exelon believes that this exception should be deleted. The last sentence in the first 
paragraph of Section 9.5 of ANS/ANSl-2.23-2016 only refers to not performing an explicit 
evaluation of new/replacement SSCs to the observed spectra if the SSCs involved have low 
safety-significance and do not pose a significant seismic risk, which may be evident from a 
seismic Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA). Each plant's licensing basis requirements, 
such as safety analyses reports (e.g., Updated Final Safety Analysis Reports (UFSARs)), 
require new or replacement safety-related equipment to be assessed for the SSE. 
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