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October 13, 2021  

Dennis Andrukat, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards 
Carolyn Lauron, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555–0001 

SUBJECT: NuScale Power, LLC Comments on NuScale Small Modular Reactor Design Certification, 
Docket ID NRC-2017-0029 

REFERENCES: 1) NuScale Small Modular Reactor Design Certification, 86 Fed. Reg. 34,999, July 1, 
2021. 

2) NuScale Small Modular Reactor Design Certification, 86 Fed. Reg. 47,251, August 24,
2021.

3) Standard Design Approval for the NuScale Power Plant Based on the NuScale
Standard Plant Design Certification Application, September 11, 2020 (ML20247J564).

In Reference 1, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued for public comment the 
proposed rule to certify the NuScale standard design. In Reference 2, the NRC extended the 
comment period to October 14, 2021.  
On behalf of NuScale Power, LLC (NuScale), I commend the NRC Staff for their efforts in 
reviewing the NuScale design certification application, issuing the NuScale Standard Design 
Approval (Reference 3), and promulgating this rule. This design certification is the culmination of 
NRC’s comprehensive safety review, which involved over a quarter million review hours, about 
two million pages of documentation available for review or audit, and about 100 gigabytes of test 
data. NRC Staff thoroughly examined the design’s innovative and robust safety features and 
addressed numerous regulatory, policy, and technical issues associated with the design and its 
licensing basis.  
In an effort to clarify the final rule for NuScale, other potential users, and interested members of 
the public, NuScale has developed the comments attached to this letter for your consideration. 
If you have any questions, please contact Mark Shaver at 541-360-0630 or at 
mshaver@NuScalePower.com.  

Carrie Fosaaen 
Acting Vice President, Regulatory Affairs  

Attachment:  Comments and Review of U.S Nuclear regulatory Commission Docket ID NRC  
2017-0029: NuScale Small Modular Reactor Design Certification, 86 Fed. Reg. 
34,999 
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Comments and Review of  
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Docket ID NRC 2017-0029 

NuScale Small Modular Reactor Design Certification, 86 Fed. Reg. 34,999 
No. Page/Section/Paragraph Comment Proposed Resolution 

1 Statements of 
consideration § III.C.3; 
proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § IV.A.2.i 

 

The proposed rule states that the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20 have 
not been demonstrated with respect to steam generator tube integrity. 
The radiation protection standards of Part 20 pertain to doses to plant 
workers and members of the public as a result of expected plant 
operations. Failure of steam generator tubes is an accident condition, 
as noted in the statements of consideration (“The failure of multiple 
steam generator tubes resulting from failure of an inlet flow restrictor 
has not been included within the scope of the NuScale accident 
analyses in DCA Part 2, Tier 2, Chapter 15.”).  

Delete references to 10 CFR Part 
20 requirements with respect to 
steam generator integrity. 

2 Statements of 
consideration § IV.F 

This discussion identifies FSER sections 12.2, 12.3, 3.11 and 15.0.3 as 
discussing TR-0915-17565.  Section 15.0.2 also discusses that report.  

Add FSER section 15.0.2 to list of 
sections that discuss TR-0915-
17565. 

3 Statements of 
consideration § IV.A 

This discussion identifies FSER Chapter 3 as “Design of Structures, 
Components, Equipment, and Systems.” The title of FSER Chapter 3 is 
“Design of Structures, Systems, Components, and Equipment.” 

Correct the title of FSER Chapter 
3. 

4 Statements of 
consideration § IV.A 

The discussion states “With the exception of the steam generator tube 
and inlet flow restrictor issue discussed previously…” Identifying that 
previous discussion as Section III.C.3 would increase clarity. 

Replace “previously” with “in 
Section III.C.3.” 

5 Statements of 
consideration § III.C.2 

This discussion states the combustible gas monitoring leakage issue 
“may be resolved by performing radiation dose calculations and 
demonstrating that doses would remain within applicable dose limits in 
10 CFR part 20…” As the preceding sentence notes, “this issue does not 
affect normal plant operation or non-core damage accidents.” The dose 
limits of 10 CFR Part 20 apply to normal plant operations. FSER Section 
12.3.4.1.3 invokes the control room habitability assessment of 10 CFR 
50.34(f)(2)(xxviii) and “important area” access requirement of 10 CFR 

Delete reference to 10 CFR part 20 
as an applicable requirement for a 
COLA applicant to resolve the 
combustible gas monitoring 
leakage issue. 
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50.34(f)(2)(vii) as relevant to the potential onsite doses associated with 
this core damage accident-related release; it cites the accident dose 
limits of 10 CFR 52.47(a)(2)(iv) as applicable to offsite doses.  

6 Statements of 
consideration § IV.C 

The discussion states that the inadvertent actuation block valve is 
“safety-significant.” In this context “safety significant” is an undefined 
term and creates ambiguity. NuScale has not undertaken risk-informed 
categorization of SSCs pursuant to 10 CFR 50.69, which categorizes 
SSCs for their safety significance. Risk insights indicate the IAB is not 
risk significant.  

Delete phrase “safety-significant” 
from statements of consideration. 

7 Statements of 
consideration § IV.H; 
proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § V  

The statements of consideration and proposed rule do not address the 
inapplicability of 10 CFR 50 Appendix J to a licensee referencing the 
NuScale design. NuScale DCA Part 7, Section 7, sought an exemption 
from GDC 52 for the NuScale design and an exemption from Appendix J 
Type A testing for licensees referencing the NuScale design (similar to 
the control room staffing requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(m), the 
Appendix J testing requirements are applicable to a licensee and not a 
design certification applicant). Staff’s FSER Section 6.2.6.4 approved 
both requests. Neither the statements of consideration nor the 
“applicable regulations” portion of the proposed rule discuss the 
exemption for licensees from the Type A testing requirements of 
Appendix J.  

Also see comment 14 concerning the exemption to 10 CFR 50.54(m), 
which is applicable for the Appendix J exemption. 

Add Appendix J Type A testing to 
the list of exemptions granted by 
the final rule. 

8 Statements of 
consideration § V.B 

The discussion states that for the plant-specific DCD “a COL applicant 
may also have to include considerations for multi-module facilities in 
the plant-specific DCD that were not previously evaluated as part of the 
design certification rule.” It is unclear what the NRC intends by this 
statement. The NuScale FSAR is based on a 12-module plant, so multi-
module aspects have been addressed for the to-be-certified design.   

Clarify or delete statement that a 
COL applicant may need to 
address additional multi-module 
considerations in the plant-
specific DCD. 
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9 Statements of 
consideration §§ V.B, 
V.F, V.H 

The statements of consideration in several locations state that the 
generic technical specifications for the NuScale design are in Chapter 
16 of the generic DCD. Chapter 16 of the NuScale FSAR describes the 
process for developing the technical specifications, but the generic 
technical specifications are found in Part 4 of the DCA. 

Correct references to Chapter 16 
of the DCD to instead refer to DCA 
Part 4. 

10 Statements of 
consideration §XI 

The discussion states that “site-specific SAMDAs, multi-unit aspects, 
procedural and training SAMDAs, and the reactor building crane design 
would need to be assessed when a specific site is proposed for 
constructing and operating a NuScale power plant.” The term “multi-
unit” in the context of a multi-module reactor design is ambiguous, as 
each reactor module could be considered a unit. The environmental 
assessment considered multi-module aspects; it appears this phrase 
was meant to instead refer to multi-plant aspects (i.e., more than one 
12-module facility at a site).  

Replace “multi-unit” with “multi-
plant.” 

11 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § II.A 

The Generic DCD is defined as “the document containing” Tier 1 
information, Tier 2 information, and generic technical specifications. 
This definition may cause confusion because the NuScale DCA does not 
include a discrete document containing that information; the generic 
technical specifications are in Part 4 of the DCA.  

Revise so that the final definition 
reads “...means the Tier 1 and Tier 
2 information (including the 
technical and topical reports 
referenced in Chapter 1) and 
generic technical specifications 
that are incorporated by 
reference into this appendix.” 

12 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § II.C 

The plant-specific DCD definition is defined to include “plant-specific 
changes to generic DCD information.” Under design certification rule 
nomenclature, “changes” are generic while “departures” are plant-
specific.  

Replace “changes” with 
“departures.” 

13 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § IV.A.2.g 

This rule provision would require the COLA to include shielding design 
information to meet the radiation zones specified in DCA Part 2, Tier 2, 
Figure 12.3-1. This requirement effectively controls that Tier 2 radiation 
zone map equivalently to Tier 1 information, because a COLA applicant 
would have no ability to depart from the radiation zone map without 

Revise this provision to refer to 
the plant-specific DCD radiation 
zone map instead of the DCA 
radiation zone map.  
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first getting an exemption from this requirement. In other words, if a 
COLA applicant were to depart from the radiation zone map in a 
manner otherwise acceptable under the Tier 2 departure provisions 
(because it meets the 50.59-like criteria), the applicant would still need 
an exemption from this provision because they would not provide 
shielding satisfying the generic DCD’s radiation zone map.  

This is an unnecessary new control on Tier 2 information. The 
regulatory history of Tier 1, standardization, and the change control 
provisions does not support an exemption requirement for this 
radiation zone map. For example, SECY-92-287 states that Tier 1 
information includes “important design information that was relied 
upon as the fundamental bases for the staff's safety review, such as the 
key assumptions in the safety analyses and in the bases for the 
technical specifications.” This radiation zone map, while supporting the 
operational dose limits and equipment qualification, does not rise to 
the level of a fundamental basis for the Staff’s review and is not 
essential to standardization of the plant design, and thus does not 
justify an exemption requirement for departures from it.   

The COLA applicant can adequately address NRC’s expectation to 
address shielding of major penetrations by providing the shielding 
details necessary to meet the radiation zones specified in their plant-
specific DCD; the applicant then maintains the ability to depart from 
the generic DCD radiation zone maps to the same extent they 
otherwise would be able to if the shielding details were provided in the 
generic DCD. 

 

14 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § V 

The 10 CFR 50.54(m) exemption is listed amongst exemptions for “the 
NuScale design.” This exemption is not applicable to the design, but 
rather to a licensee referencing the design certification. Listing this 
exemption with the design-related exemptions may cause confusion. 
Separately identifying this exemption for licensees referencing the 
NuScale DC, for example in a new section V.C, would make the final 
rule clearer. The exemption from 10 CFR Appendix J for licensees 

Consider clarifying the 10 CFR 
50.54(m) exemption for licensees 
by addressing separately from the 
design exemptions. Consider 
clarifying discussion of this and 
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referencing the NuScale DC would also be listed there (see previous 
comment 7). 

The corresponding discussion on “applicable regulations” (statements 
of consideration Section V.D) may also warrant a brief discussion of this 
new approach to exemptions from 10 CFR 50.54(m) and Appendix J for 
licensees referencing the NuScale design certification. 

the Appendix J exemption in the 
statements of consideration.  

15 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G §VI.B.1.d 

This provision states that GDC 10 is applicable to the steam generator 
integrity issue, implying that the COLA must demonstrate conformance 
with GDC 10 to resolve Staff’s concerns. Two other provisions of the 
proposed rule addressing steam generator integrity do not cite GDC 10. 
As GDC 10 concerns the reactor design it is not relevant to steam 
generator integrity and is not cited by the FSER in this respect.  

Delete references to GDC 10 with 
respect to steam generator 
integrity. 

16 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § VI.B 

The list of matters resolved does not include referenced information in 
public documents. Nuclear safety and safeguards issues associated with 
referenced information intended as requirements in nonpublic reports 
are explicitly resolved, but not safety issues in public reports. Several of 
the reports referenced in the generic DCD are exclusively public 
reports, with no equivalent nonpublic report that would be within 
scope of issue resolution. While issue resolution for the FSER, Tier 2, 
and the rulemaking record implies resolution of referenced public 
reports, 10 CFR Part 52 Appendix E (ESBWR DC) includes the 20 
documents approved for incorporation by reference by the Director of 
the Office of the Federal Register (i.e., the public documents) within the 
scope of Issue Resolution paragraph B.1.  A clearer approach for the 
NuScale DC may be to revise paragraph B.2 or include a new paragraph. 

Revise issue resolution provisions 
to include nuclear safety issues 
associated with referenced 
information in public documents 
which, in context, are intended as 
requirements in the generic DCD 
for the NuScale design. 

17 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § VII  

The proposed rule provides a 15 year duration “from October 29, 
2021.” Other proposed DC rules (aside from the direct final rule 
approach for the APR1400) have included a placeholder for the final 
rule effective date; NuScale wants to call attention to ensure that the 
final rule includes the correct duration start date. 

Revise the duration provision to 
begin with the effective date of 
the final rule. 
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18 Proposed 10 CFR 52 
Appendix G § VIII.B.5.g 

The proposed rule states that in making a contention on compliance 
with the Tier 2 departure provisions, the intervenor “must demonstrate 
that the change stands on an asserted noncompliance with an ITAAC 
acceptance criterion…” It is unclear what it means for a change to 
“stand on” an asserted ITAAC noncompliance. Previous DC rules have 
used the term “bears on,” which appears correct in this context. 
However, replacing “change” with “departure” would enhance clarity. 

Revise provision to state “Further, 
the petition must demonstrate 
that the departure bears on an 
asserted noncompliance with an 
ITAAC acceptance criterion in the 
case of a § 52.103 preoperational 
hearing…” 

 




