Decenber 24, 1997 SECY- 97-
298

FOR: The Conmi ssi oners

FROM L. Joseph Callan [s/
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: REVI SED SCHEDULE FOR THE STAFF' S REVI EW OF THE AP600
DESI GN CERTI FI CATI ON APPLI CATI ON

PURPOSE:

To provide the Conm ssion with a revised schedule for the staff’s
revi ew of the AP600 design certification application

SUMVARY:

As a result of delays in the review of the AP600 design
certification application, the staff has devel oped a revi sed

revi ew schedul e. Wile developing this revised schedule, the
staff considered Westinghouse’s updated submttal dates and the
NRC staff’s availability. The staff now estimates that it can

I ssue an Advanced Final Safety Eval uation Report (FSER) to the
Conmi ssi on and Advisory Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) in
May 1998, and can issue the Final Design Approval (FDA) in

Sept enber 1998.

BACKGROUND:

In various staff requirenments nenoranda (SRMs), the Conm ssion
directed the staff to informit of changes to the schedul es for
the review of advanced reactor designs. In SECY-97-051,
"Schedul e for the Staff’s Review of the AP600 Design
Certification Application,"” dated February 26, 1997, the staff
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submtted its estimated schedule for conpleting the AP600 review.
Thi s schedul e was based on a Novenber 1996 neeting with

Westi nghouse that established a detail ed schedule for conpleting
the review. The Comm ssion paper indicated that the staff would
i ssue an Advanced FSER to the Conm ssion and ACRS in Novenber
1997, and woul d issue the FDA in March 1998. However, because
del ays have occurred, the staff has revised its review schedul e
for the AP600 design certification on the basis of the current
status of the review.

DI SCUSSI ON AND KEY ASSUMPTI ONS:

The staff made a nunber of key assunptions while devel oping the
schedul e presented in SECY-97-051. 1In determning the review
schedul e for the design certification of the AP600, the staff
consi dered Westinghouse' s proposed subm ttal schedul es, staff
reviewer availability, contractor funding and availability,

i npact of other higher priority reviews, nunber and conpl exity of
remai ni ng open itens, nunber of internediate m|estones (submt-
tals, nunber of expected future neetings, additional requests for
information, etc.), and the staff’s experience gai ned through the
reviews of the evolutionary and advanced reactors. A discussion
of the status of these key assunptions foll ows.

I nformati on Requirenents and Staff Availability

In the previous review schedule, the staff assumed that Westing-
house woul d submt tinely, high-quality information in (1) the
standard safety analysis report (SSAR), (2) the inspections,
tests, anal yses, and acceptance criteria (I TAAC) docunents, and
(3) other supporting docunentation in accordance with the dates
West i nghouse proposed during the Novenber 1996 scheduling
nmeetings with the staff. In its March 6, 1997 letter, the staff
noted that certain key information concerning the NOTRUW and the
WGEOTHI C codes had not been submtted in accordance with the
Novenber 1996 proposal, and reenphasi zed the need to provide
timely, high-quality submittals to support that review schedul e.
Inits April 17, 1997, letter, the staff asked Westi nghouse to
provide submttal dates for key information. Westinghouse sent a
revised submttal schedule inits May 2, 1997, letter, and

provi ded updates to that schedule on July 8, 1997 (informally)
and Cctober 23, 1997. In addition, inits April 30 and July 11,
1997, letters, Westinghouse renewed its conmtnent to provide the
NRC with the tinmely, quality submttals that are required to
support the issuance of an FDA in 1998. Simlarly, another key
assunption in SECY-97-051 was that the experienced staff’s
availability to work on the review of the AP600 design did not
change. Since the Novenber 1996 neeting, the staff has al so

m ssed m | estone dates because of the need to assign key AP600
revi ew personnel to higher priority work. For exanple, key
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reviewers were reassigned to work on the Shutdown Rule, the Steam
Generator Rule, and other operating reactor issues, which

af fected various staff mlestones for the AP600 review. \Wen
such situations arise, senior NRR managers have nade efforts to
mnimze the i npact on the AP600 schedul e, such as reassigning
review tasks to other experienced reviewers.

Key | ssues

The review of the AP600 involves a nunber of first-of-a-kind

i ssues that are unique to the design of the passive plants. In
its Decenber 6, 1996, letter to Westinghouse, the staff
identified 27 licensing issues which it believes are potenti al
critical path issues in the review of the AP600. These issues

i ncl ude, anong others, ITAACs, the initial test program the
regul atory treatnent of non-safety-related systens, code
docunentation and qualification, systenms reliability of hydrogen
mtigation systens, the need for a contai nnment spray system the
basemat design, the fire protection program the spent fuel pool
cooling system and adverse systens interaction. Final

resol ution of these design issues could significantly affect the
design of the plant and, therefore, delay the revi ew schedul e.

In order to expedite the reviews in these areas, the staff, where
appropriate, established positions on many of these issues. In
addition, the staff is in the process of clarifying its positions
on issues concerning fire protection and the spent fuel pool
design. The staff is devel oping a Conm ssi on paper concerning
these matters, which will be forwarded to the Comm ssion
follow ng the conpletion of the FSER i nput for these areas.

I n previous Conm ssion papers on the AP600 review schedul e, the
staff stated that significant deviation fromresol utions reached
on applicable issues during the evolutionary reviews could al so
affect the schedule. Wstinghouse’'s initial approach to | TAAC
was a significant departure fromthat approved for the
evolutionary plants. The Novenber 1996 schedul e estinates for
the | TAAC revi ew were based on the assunption that Wstinghouse
woul d submt | TAACs consistent with evolutionary plant | TAACs, so
that the staff could use the experience it gained during its
reviews of the evolutionary plants. In certain technical areas
of the I TAAC, such as piping design and piping | TAAC,
West i nghouse continues to propose departures fromthe
evol uti onary approach, thus requiring additional staff review
In addition, the Tier 1/1 TAAC and the SSAR i nformati on nust be
sufficiently consistent so that an | ndependent Review G oup (as
used during the review of the | TAACs for the evol utionary
designs) will not be required. The staff has established nulti-
discipline review teans to ensure an integrated review of the

| TAAC consistent with the review schedule. The nenbers of these
teans are performng their review of | TAAC after their review of
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the remai nder of the application on a time table that wll
support the overall review schedul e.

In addition, during the early stages of the review of the AP600,
West i nghouse, with staff encouragenent, departed froma standard
techni cal specifications (STS) approach by attenpting to use

ri sk-infornmed justification to support revised outage and
surveillance tinmes. Unfortunately, as these risk-inforned

techni cal specifications were devel oped by Wstinghouse, the
staff determ ned that the applicant was not providing sufficient
justification for the proposed technical specification val ues.

At that point, the staff realized that, even if additiona
justification were provided for these values, the staff could not
conpl ete the review of the AP600 technical specifications in a
time frame to support the SECY-97-051 schedul e because of the
conplexity of the review Therefore, the staff asked
West i nghouse to use the STS outage and surveillance tinmes. This
effort involved an expenditure of tinme and resources that del ayed
the review of the technical specifications. Wstinghouse is now
primarily relying on the STS as the basis for the AP600 techni cal
speci fications, where appropriate.

O her Open |ssues

The staff has issued approximately 4600 requests for additional

i nformation (RAIs) on the AP600 design; Westinghouse has
responded to approximately 4350. |In addition, the staff’s
Novenber 1994 Draft SER contained nore than 1100 open itens, and
the staff’s May 1996 Suppl enent to the Draft SER contai ned 120
open itens. A key assunption in the SECY-97-051 review schedul e
requi red Westinghouse to provide nost of the responses to the
staff’s concerns in the February - March 1997 tinefrane, with all
final docunentation to be submtted by May 30, 1997. 1In its

May 2, 1997, letter, Westinghouse provided a revised schedule for
submttal dates for revisions to the AP600 SSAR, PRA, | TAACs, and
other key information. 1In that letter, Wstinghouse commtted to
submt nuch of the key information in the May - June 1997 tine
frame. However, a significant amount of information was
submtted in July through October 1997, and at | east one nore
revision to the SSAR i s expected to be nade in January 1998 to
support the review

O her Factors

In its experience with the reviews of the evolutionary |ight-

wat er reactors (LWRs), the staff found that issues remaining near
the end of the review are nore difficult to close, and take nore
tinme to reach an acceptable resolution. The schedul e does not
allow extra time for reviewing the I TAACs, initial test program
or technical specifications, which are expected to be difficult
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areas of review because of the novel design aspects of the AP600.
In addition, the staff assumed that Westinghouse will devel op the
final design docunentation (e.g., SSAR, Tier 1/1TAAC, and design
control docunent) for the AP600 consistent with the resol utions
of issues addressed on the evolutionary LWRs, such as treatnent
of the PRA information and secondary references.

The staff also assunes that issues that are resolved late in the
schedul e (1 TAACs, Technical Specifications, codes, certain key
technical issues) will not have any cascadi ng effect on the areas
that the staff has previously closed out. In addition, future
deviation fromresolutions reached on applicable issues during
the evolutionary reviews could al so affect the schedul e.

ACTI ONS TAKEN TO SUPPORT THE REVI SED SCHEDULE:

The staff and Westinghouse have taken steps to ensure that the
revi sed schedule is achievable. Inits April 30 and July 11
1997, letters, Westinghouse renewed its conmtnent to provide the
NRC with the timely, quality submttals that are required to
support the issuance of an FDA in early 1998. Both Westinghouse
and NRR seni or managers have commtted to focus the efforts of
their staffs on conpleting the review, and are neeting frequently
to discuss key issues in order to help bring themto closure.
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When experienced reviewers are called away to review ot her,

hi gher priority work, senior NRR nmanagers will make every effort
to minimze the inpact on the AP600 schedule. |If experienced
personnel are not available within a reasonable tinme to support
the review, staff nmenbers | ess acquainted with the design nay be
assigned to the review. Use of this solution will be mnimzed,
however, because such reviewers may have to be trained on the
uni que aspects of the AP600 design, thus requiring additional
review time.

Wiere practical, the review staff has devel oped a nunmber of FSER
inputs with open itens to identify remaining key information
necessary to resolve any renai ni ng open issues in that technical
area. As these inputs are finalized, the infornmati on needs have
been, and will continue to be, extracted fromthese inputs and
transmtted to Westinghouse to expedite closure of the issue.
Because the staff intends to close all of the open itens before
it issues the Advanced FSER and because the FSER i nputs now bei ng
conpi |l ed contain a nunber of open itens, two nont hs (Decenber
1997 and January 1998) are in the schedule to give the staff and
Westinghouse tinme to close these itens before the staff prepares
the FSER for the Conm ssion and ACRS. |ssuance of the Advanced
FSER with open itens could jeopardi ze the review schedul e
dependi ng on the nunber and conplexity of the resolution of the

I ssues.

The staff is review ng docketed draft information, where
appropriate, to expedite the review The staff will neet the
schedul e proposed in this paper provided that Wstinghouse

resol ves the remai ni ng open issues by submtting docketed draft
information no later than January 5, 1998. The changes made in
the January 1998 revision to the SSAR nust be kept to a m ni mum
and contain only informati on that has been previously revi ened
and approved by the staff. These provisions nmust be net by
West i nghouse to effect a conplete and orderly cl oseout of the
remai ning i ssues on the AP600. Failure to do so will jeopardize
conmpl etion of the review in accordance with the schedul e proposed
in this paper.

CONCLUSI ONS:

Wi |l e devel oping this revised schedule, the staff considered
West i nghouse’ s proposed submttal dates and the NRC staff’s
avai lability. The staff now estimates that it can issue an
Advanced FSER to the Conmi ssion and ACRS in May 1998, and can
i ssue the FDA in Septenber 1998. The attachnent to this paper
gives the estimated dates for the key milestones that nust be
conpleted in order to finish the AP600 design certification
review. However, given the current status of the review, the
staff believes the Septenber 1998 goal for the FDA is based on a
chal | engi ng schedule. Consistent with previous Conm ssion

gui dance, the staff will informthe Comm ssion if significant
changes to the schedul e occur.
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VEESTI NGHOUSE' S RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED SCHEDULE :

During a Septenber 10, 1997, neeting, the staff gave Westinghouse
a proposed revi ew schedul e, on which Wstinghouse commented in
its letter dated Septenber 26, 1997. As a result of

West i nghouse’ s conments and additional interaction between
West i nghouse and the staff, adjustnments were nmade to

i mprove the schedul e while accounting for staff resource
al l ocations and planned interactions with the ACRS. Overall, the
schedul e was i nproved by approximately 2 nonths.

RESOURCES:

The FY 1999 Bl ue Book includes 11 direct FTE in FY 1998 to

conti nue the AP600 review consistent with the revised schedul e.
The adequacy of these resources will be analyzed as part of the
standard operating plan quarterly update process and during the
February-March 1998 tineframe after the FSER i nputs are conpl ete.
If necessary, any significant resource adjustnment will be
addressed during the FY 2000 internal program budget review

COORDI NATI ON:

Wi | e devel opi ng the schedule for the AP600 review, the staff
consi dered the schedul ar tenplates requested by the Ofice of the
General Counsel (OGC) and the ACRS. The staff’s revised schedul e
assunes that the ACRS will be able to neet in accordance with the
proposed dates, and that it will be satisfied with the resolution
of issues that significantly affect the design review of the
AP600. The ACRS expects to be able to conplete its reviewin
accordance with the schedul e proposed in this paper, if the staff
provi des the advanced FSER to the ACRS by May 1, 1998. 1In
addition, the Ofice of the Chief Financial Oficer has revi ewed
t hi s Commi ssion paper for resource inplications and had no

obj ecti ons.

DOCUMENT AVAI LABI LI TY

The staff intends to make this paper publicly available within 5
wor k days fromthe date of this paper.

L. Joseph Call an
Executive Director
for Qperations

At t achnent :
Revi sed Schedul e for the AP600 Revi ew
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M LESTONE SECY- 97- Dat es
051

DSER t o 11/ 94C 11/ 94C
Comm ssi on/ ACRS
DSER Suppl enent to 3/ 96C 3/ 96C
Comm ssi on/ ACRS
Appl i cant Subnits 5/ 97 1/ 98"
Fi nal SSAR Revi sions &
Docunent ati on
FSER | nput to PM 8/ 97" 1/ 98"
Advanced FSER to 11/ 97 5/ 98
Comm ssi on/ ACRS
FSER | ssued f or 2/ 98 8/ 98
Publ i cati on
FDA/ Feder al Reqi ster 3/ 98 9/ 98
Noti ce | ssued

"Date of last input.

“"These dat es are based on t he assunption that Westi nghouse
resol ves the remai ni ng open i ssues by subm tting docketed
draft information no later than January 5, 1998. The
changes made in the January 1998 revi sion to t he SSAR nust
be kept to a mninmum and contain only information that
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