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.. Chairman Jaczko's Commexnts on "SECY4_11-0t)02,
-+ “Proposed Rule: AP1000 Design Certification Amendment”

a contlnue to believe that certification of reactor designs through rulemaking s, |mportant to o
promotlng design standardization, ensuring safety and security through rigorous independent

» ':‘techmcal and engineering reviews, promoting early resolution of technical and regulatory issues,

and prowdlng greater regulatory certainty and efficiencies to applicants seeking combined
licenses. | approve the staff's recommendation to publish the proposed rule that will amend the
AP1000 Design Certiflcatlon Rule subject to my comments below.

The amendment to the AP1000 Design Certification Rule is a.substantia! improvement over the
- AP1000 design previously approved by the Commission. -Many significant changes have been
made by Westinghouse to resolve issues previously deferred to the combined license applicants
referencing the AP1000-standard design, to resolve design acceptance criteria, to increase the
detail: of the.design;. to-address a number of technical issues, and to address the aircraft impact
_ issues. The review elicited a number of differing views from the staff in several non-
_concurrences. These differences are a visible example of how the staff exhibits the NRC’s
Organizational Values, in particular by their consistent commitment to our mission and their
abiding respect for differing views. | applaud the staff for the professional manner in which they_
dealt with these issues. Most importantly, | applaud the staff for ensuring their review was
focused on the protection of public health and safety in the face of persistent schedule
pressures. The commitment and respect-demonstrated by the staff and ACRS during this
process furthers the type of open collaboratlve work enwronment that is key to our success as
an agency. o

There are many technical areas of importance reviewed by the staff in preparation of the
proposed rule for the design certification amendment. | want to comment on the most '
significant continued point of disagreement among members of the staff, the ability of the shield
building to meet the agency’s requirements for seismic loads. This is an area of technical
complexity, but the staff presented a clear explanation in the documents related to the non-
concurrence. As with so many of the issues we deal with as an agency, even matters of
technical complexity often come down to subjective judgments and interpretations of
regulations, guidance, codes, and standards.

As | understand the issue, the disagreement rests on the necessity of the structural elements of
the shield-building to perform in a ductile manner. In revising the shield building design-to
satisfy staff concerns, Westinghouse proposed two types of modules to comprise the bulk of the
shield building. Since these modules represent a new type of steel-concrete composite
structure previously unused in the nuclear context in the United States, the staff required
Westinghotise to confirm many of the structural properties of these modules through a series of
tests. One of these modules, which would be‘used in approximately 60 percent of the shield -
building, was unable to satisfy the experimental protocol developed by Westinghouse and
agreed to by the staff. in particular, this structural module failed the out of plane sheartestina -
brittle manner and therefore failed to exhibit ductile behavior. As | understand the issue, had
the second module type satisfied the test protocols, there would be no disagreement among the
staff. (This was in fact the case for the first module type used in the areas of the shield building
which are expected to experience higher loads during the design basis event.) -

The pomt of contention appears to me to be whether this is necessary to comply with the
agency’s regulations. The staff believes it does not because the forces that the shield building




would exper;ence in the regions where these modules would be used would be much !ower than
the loads that would lead to.failure of the module, in other words the module is strong enough.

- This has been determined by Westinghouse through simulation and reviewed and approved by
the staff. As a result, the overall structure would exhibit ductile behavior because the second .
module type would not be expected-to suffer significant deformation. In addition, the areas of
the shield bunldmg in which the energy dissipation are concentrated. would mvolve the first
module type, which did exhibit ductile failure in experimental tests. Moreover the staff believes '
that the most relevant code here American Concrete Instltute (ACI) -349 does not require '
ductility of all elements of the structure. : ;

" The non-concurrer, however, believes this does matter, because the most relevant code ACI-
349-approved by the staff as an acceptable code for demonstrating compliance with seismic
and structural regulations requires each element of the structure to demonstrate ductile failure -
even for loads which exceed the expected design. loads of the design basis event, namely the
safe shutdown earthquake. As | understand the position of the non-concurrer, the ductility
requirement.is a defense in depth measure to account for the inability to predict all the possible’
loads on a structure, but still ensure that there is not a catastrophic collapse if actual forces
during an earthquake or other event are different than the forces analyzed by Westinghouse
and the.staff. . Moreover ductility is an inherent property of the material determined by a test
protocol which subjects the material to forces several times the forces necessary to deform-
steel. As a result, the ductility property is independent of the specific forces of any specific
scenario.

Many mdlwduals have rewewed this disagreement, including the AdVlSOl’y Commlttee on
Reactor Safeguards and have found the approach taken by the staff acceptable. Based on the
information, | have seen at this point there appears to be no one technically correct judgment-in
this case. Rather, the many reviewers of the shield building have different philosophical
approaches to acceptable design. | applaud the non-concurrer for pursuing his-view of the most
appropriate manner in which to provide reasonable assurance of adequate protection.

I am not.convinced at this time, however, that the design as presented does not comply with the
Commission’s regulations. While it is clear that the use of a ductile material in all areas of the
shield building would provide an additional enhancement to safety, | am not convinced that
there is a clear case that such a design requirement exists in the most relevant ACI code or any
of the other codes referenced by Westinghouse and the staff and therefore would be seen as a
necessary condition for approval by the staff. | suspect stakeholders will comment on this issue
during the proposed rule stage and | encourage the Commission to specifically develop one or
more questions to frame the issue and guide stakeholders to comment in the most productive
manner for the Commission’s consideration of the final rule for the design certification.

As part of their review, the staff effectively developed a standard for steel-concrete composite
structures; however, I believe it would be more effective to develop such an approach apart
from any specific design review. lt is clear from the staff's safety evaluation that one of the
challenges that they faced in reviewing the AP1000 shield building was the lack of a directly -

- acceptable design and construction consensus standard. The lack of a directly applicable
standard necessitated the reliance on portions of closely related standards produced by ACI, -
American Institute of Steel Construction, Japan Electric Association Code, and Federal
Emergency Management Agency. If this type of construction is to be continued in the United
States for facilities regulated by the NRC, it would be advantageous to have such a detailed
standard developed independent of any specific design approval. Therefore, | also encourage
the staff to aid in any effort by the ACI or other consensus standard organization to develop a



standard that covers the proper design and construction of steel concrete composite structure
that form part of a nuclear power plant and that has nuclear safety-related functions. '

As the staff evaluates comments on this proposed rule, | am confident that the staff will contlnue
to demonstrate their commitment to public health and safety ‘and réspect for differing views by
their thoughtful consideration of the pubhc comments that may be submitted on the proposed
rule and the technical changes to the AP1000 standard desrgn specnﬂcally, the shreld burldrng
and instrumentation and controls o
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e [7590-01-P]
'NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
| 10 CFR Part 52 |
RIN 3150-AI81
- NRC20100131 +

AP1000 Design Certification Amendment -

AGENCY U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

A. AACTION Proposed rule
. SUMMARY: The U.S. Nuclear.ReguIatory Commission (NRC or-Commission) proposes to

' amend its regulations to certify _an“amendment to the A_P1000 standard plant design. The

purpose of the amendment is to replace the. combined license (COL) information items and
desrgn acceptance criteria (DAC) with specrf ic desrgn mformatlon address the effects of the
impact of a large commercnal arrcraft lncorporate desugn improvements, and i increase
standardrzatlon of the desngn Upon NRC rulemaknng approval of its amendment to the AP1000
design, an applicant seeking an NRC hcense_. to construct and operate a nuclear power reactor

using the AP1000 design need not demonstrate in its application the safety of the certified
A

: design. The applicant for this amendment to(AP1000 certified design is Westinghouse Electric

A
Company, LLC (Westlnghouse) The public is invited to submit comments on this proposed

design certlﬂcatron rule (DCR) the revised generic desrgn control document (DCD) that would™
be mcorporated by reference |nto the DCR and the environmental assessment (EA) for this
amendment to the AP1000 desrgn |

DATES: Submit comments on the DCR, the revised DCD.and/or the EA for this amendment by
[insert date 75 daysv after vpub'lic»ation in the FederaI‘-Register];‘» Submit comments specific to
the information collections: aspects of this rule by"[insert date 30 days after publication in the

Federal Register]. Comments received after the above dates will be considered if it is practical




| _’_'\o\./ill‘not'bc‘a~ edited t‘_:cia.rerﬁov_t-:{sany identifying or éontaét infprr'n_atio_n,» the NRC céutions you against
including any inforrﬁation in your submission that you do not want to be publicly disclosed. The
. NRC 'recidesté that _ahy par_t;/ solivcitingv or .aggfegating ,éorﬁmeﬁis,received from other pérs_ons fof ,
. submission to thevNRC( mformthose péfsdns that the NRC Will not 'edit their cdmments to

~“remove any identifying or contact information, and, therefore, tﬁey should not include any

information in their commqnts that they do not want publicly disciosed.

YdQ;_ca,n,a'ccgss publicly available documents related to this document using the
~ following methods: | |
| ' -NRé's' Public Document Room (PDR): The publ'i‘c may éxamine and héve copied for
‘ )( O’E‘ee publicly available documents atthe NRC's PDR, Room O-1F21, One Whi'tef Flint North,
11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Marytand 20852.
. NRC’s Agenéywide Documents Access and-Management System (ADAMS): -

Publicly available documents created or received at the NRC are available electronically at the

NRC's Electronic Reading Room at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html. From this page,
the public can gain entry into ADAMS, which provides text and image files of NRC’s public-.

y »dp'c.;umeﬁts-. if ybu do not have 'acce_ss to-ADAMS or if there are prbble‘ms in acceséing the
“documents located in ADAMS, contact the NRC’Q PDR referencé étaff at i-800-3974209, .

301-415-4737, or by e-mail to PDR.Resource@nrc.gov.




Federal Rulemaktng Web site: Public comments- and supporting materials related to -

~ this proposed rule can be found'at httb://Www.requIatiOns.qov by searching on Docket ID

) NRC-2010=0,131.
Documents that are not publicly evallable neeause they are consndered to be either
proprigtary intbrmaha/
SUNSI (mcludlng SUNSI const:tutmg(PD) or GI may be available to-interested persons who
_may wnsh to comment on the propos/ed design certlﬁcatlon amendment. Interested persons
shall follow the procedures described in the Supplementary Information section of thts notice,
Section VI, “Procedures fdr Access to Sensitive Unclassiﬁed‘N_on-S‘afegluards Information and
) Safeguerds information for Préparation of Comments on the Proposed Amendment to the
" AP1000 Design Certification.” B |
I Backgreund
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), Part 52, “Licenses, Certifications,
and Approvale for Nuclear Power Plants,” Subpart B, presents the process for obtaining
. standard design certifications. Section__52.63, “Finality of standard design certifications,”
provides Cfiteria for determining wnen the Commission may amend the certification information

. for a previously certified standard design in response to a request for amendment from any

- person.

During its initial certiﬂeation of the AP1000 design, the NRC issued a final safety
evakluation report (FSER) for the AP1000 as NUREG-1783, “Final Safety Evaluation Report
Related to Certification of the AP1000 Standard Design,” in September 2004. From March 2006
through May '2007, NuStart Energy Development, LLC (NuStart)' and Westinghodse prdvided
t-he l;tRC With a number of technical reports (TRs) for pre-application review in an effort to: 1)

close specific, generically applicable COL information items (information to be supplied by COL

' The NuStart member companies are: Constellation Generation Group, LLC, Duke Energy
* Corporation, EDF-International North America, Inc., Entergy Nuclear, inc, Exelon Generation Company,
LLC, Florida Power and Light Company, Progress Energy, and Southern Company Services, Inc.




.'applicants/holders) in the AP1000 certiﬂed standard design; 2) identify standard design changes :
- resulting from the AP1000 detalled desngn efforts; and 3) provide specific standard deS|gn h
|nformat|on in areas. or for toptcs where the AP1 OOO DCD was focused on the design process
and acceptance criteria. TRs typtcally addressed a topical area (e g redeSIgn of a component,
structure or process) and included the technlcal detalls of a-proposed change, design
standards, 'an.alyses and justifications as needed, proposed changes to the DCD, and
Westinghouse’s assessment of the applicable regulatory cntena (e g. the assessment of the
cntena in 10 CFR Part 52, Appendlx D Sectron VI, “Processes for Changes and Departures )
B The NRC |dent|ﬁed issues assocrate_d wrth the TRs and engaged Westinghouse in requests for
o ,(additional information a’ﬁd meetings during the pre-application phase;to‘ resolve them. |
On May 26, 2007, Westrnghouse submltted Revision 16 (ADAMS Accessnon No
ML071580939) of its application via transmittal Ietter (ADAMS Accession No ML071580757) to
amend the AP1000 desrgn certification. This appltcatlon was supplemented by letters dated
| October 26, November 2, and December 12 2007 and January 11 and January 14, 2008 The |
application noted, in part:
1) Generic amendments to the design certificati@cluding additional design° . )(
information to resolye DAC and design-related COL information items, as well as design -
- -information to make corrections and changes, would result in further standardization and
N improved licensing efficiency for the multiple COL applications referencing the' AP1000- '.
'DCR that were planned for submittal in late 2007 and early 2008 .
2) Westlnghouse in conjunction W|th NuStart, has been prepanng TRs since late 2005
These TRs were developed with lnput review, comment, and other technical oversrght
provided by NuStart membe /i cluding the prospective AP1 000 COL applicants. ' )(

| Submittal of these TRs to the NRC was initiated in March 2006. The TRs contain




| "change packages and changes already accepted‘ by the NRC in the review process of Revisionil,,i;_ .
.17 fo the AP1000 DCD. Inthe course of the revrew of both desngn change packages the NRC ’
determined that DCD changes were needed ln response to NRC questions, Westinghouse |

. ‘/\ proposed such change®0nce the NRCCVZS} ia}nlsflred with these DCD.markups, they were - ><
‘rmettry i te Ms 4
\ documented in the safety evaluation report (SER) as(C@ The Cis were first identif ed during . )Q
the NRC’s review of Revision 17 of the AP1000 DCD. With the review of Revision 18, the NRC |
~ will confirm that Westinghouse has made those changes to the DCD accepted by the NRC that i
were not addressed in Revrsron 17 to the AP1000 DCD. The use of Cls is restricted to cases |
where the NRC has rewewed ‘and approved specific desrgn control document proposals For
the final rule, the NRC will complete the review of the Cls and prepare a FSER reflecting that - - - :
action. The Cls are closed based upon an acceptablecompar_i_son_bet_wee}n the revised DCD
text and the text required by the Cl. No technicai review of Revision 18 by the NRC is
necessary, because only Cls and desrgn changes pursuant to DC/COL-1SG-011 prevrously
accepted by the NRC are contalned in Revrsmn 18 to the DCD. -
In order to simplify the NRC’s review of the design change documentation, andto
simplify subsequent review by the NRC’s Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS),
the design changes pursuant to DC/COL-ISG-011 are reviewed in a separate chapter (Chapter
23) ofthe FSER. This chapter indicates which areas of the DCD are affected by each design
change and the letters from Westinghouse that submitted thern. In some cases; NRC’s review
of the design changes reviewed in Chapter 23 may be incorporated into the»chapters of the
FSER where this material would normally be addressed because of the relationship between
individual design changes and the review of prior DCD changes:frorn Revisions 16 and 1;/ of the
DCD. |
The Westinghouse Revision 18 letter includes an enclosure providing a cross-reference

to the DCD changes and thei-appiicable 10CFR 52.63(a)(1) oriteria. Revision 17 provides a

-8-




similar cross-reference invthe September 22, 2008, Westinghouse _lette(_fo[;th,ose Ch_anges '.
-associated with the revised DCD. Revnswn 16 on the other hand, uses TRs to |dent|fy the DCD o
| changes and lists the correspondlng appllcable 10 CFR 52. 63(a)(1) crltena vna Westlnghouse
memorandum dated May 26, 2007 (T able 1) ‘ '
' As of the date of this document, _the__appllcation for amendment _'of the AP1000 design
_certification has been referenced in the following COL applications:
Vogtle, Units 3 and 4, Docket No 05200025/86, 73 FR 331 18
Bellefonte Nuclear Statlon Unlts 3 and 4, Docket Nos. 05200014/5 73 FR 4923
 Levy County, Units 1 and 2, Docket Nos. 05200029/30, 73 FR 60726
Shearon.Harr@nits 2 and 3, Docket Nos, 05200022/3, 73 FR 21995 X
Turkey Point, Units 6 and 7, Docket Nos. 05200040/1 .74 FR 5t62_1 |
| Virgil C. Summer, Units 2 and 3, Docket Nos. 05200027/8, 73~FR-45’793-
William States Lee lil, Units 1 and 2, Docket Nos. 05200018/8, 73 FR 11156

" lll. Discussion

A. Technical Evaluation of Westinghouse Amendment to ihe AP1000 Design |
\

Westinghouse’s request to amend the AP1000 design contained several classes of -

~{ - changes. Each class is discussed below:

Editorial Changes
Westinghouse requested changes to the AP1000 DCD to correct speliing, punctuation,

grammar, designations, and references. None of these changes is intended to make any
substantive changes to the certified design, and NUREG-1793, “Final Safety Evaluation Report
Related to Certification of the AP1000 Standard Design,” Supplement 2 (SER) does not address

~these changes.

Changes to Address Consistency and Uniformity




i Westinghouse requested changes to the AP1000 DCD to achieve consistency_and_uniform_ity in
the description of the certified design throughout the DCD. For example, a change to the type
of reactor coolant pumo (ﬁCP) motor is evaluated in Chapter 5 ot theSER on the appli‘cation for |
the AP10t)O amendment" Westinghoose requested that whereve-r this -RCP motor ts described in
'change (to be used consistently throughou_t the DCD) to_ ensure that the proposed changes
needed for unlformrty and consrstency are technically acceptable and do not adversely affect.
the previously approved desngn descrlptron The NRC's bases for approval of these changes

“are set forth in the SER for the AP1000 amendment

Mntive Technical Changes to the AP1000- Desigg (other than those needed for
compliance-with the AlA rule) |
- Among the many technical changes that are proposed by Westinghouse for inclusion in

Revnsnon 18 of the AP1000 DCD, the NRC selected 15 substantnve changes for specific
discussion in this proposed rule notice, based on the(r spaf:gr sngnl_f cance: | | |

e Removal of Human Factors Engineering}\Design Acceptance Criteria (DAC) from )( B

the DCD | | |
e Change to Instrumentation and Control (I&C) DAC ‘an_d_lnspectio‘n, Test,

Analysis, and Acceptance Criteria (ITAAC)

e Minimization of Contamination ﬂfmg/m 0/ Se /‘;m/c, f 2cTra : )<

. 0 DAC-ana TAAC Sar/ Sitec pw/(,/mgm.: "/‘a '
Qf"j,a/ /’,é/f ﬂm&]/ V{:}ﬂn afﬂ?l?’?‘ /

. Long-Term Cooling | _S—uéqup-:o z ,/%g z’,g,m@_ [; m ff sOHa p‘ ““U

"« Control Room Emergency Habitability System
- o Changes to the Component Cooling Water System (CCWS)

e Changes to I&C Systems

-10-




" categories of information for which there is issue resolution. Paragraph B.1 provides that all

nuclear safety i_ssUes,arising from the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (the Act), as'amended, that =

are associated.with the information in the N_RC’s final safety evaluation report related to
certification of the AP1OQQ _standard design (ADAMS Accession No.VML1O3260072) and the Tier
1 and Tier 2 ‘information and the ruiemaking record for Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 52,‘ are
resolved within the meaning of 10 CFR_ 52.63(a)(5). These issues include thye information
referenced in the DCD that are requnrements (l e secondary references ), as well as ali |ssues
ansmg fromptopigt:gqand SGI which are intended to be requirements Paragraph B. 2

P/
prowdes for issue preclusmn of-pi:opnetary and SGl.

The NRC is proposing to revise paragraph-B.1 to extend issue resolution to the
information contained in the NRC'’s FS_E_R;(Supplement No. 2) and__the,‘rule_n'_iaki_ng record for this
amendment. In addition, the NRC is proposing to revise paragraph B.2 to extend issue
resolution to the broader category of SUNSI, including PI referenced in the generic' DCD.

~ The NRC is also proposing to revise paragraph B.7,vahich identifies -as resolved all.
environmental issues concerning severe_vacci_dent mitigation design alternatives (SAMDA)
arising .under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) associated with the

information in the NRC'’s final EA for the AP1000 design and Appendix 1B of the generic DCD

- (Revision 15) for plants referencing Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 52 whose site parameters are

within those specified in the SAMDA evaluation. The NRC is proposing to revise this paragraph

t@;f;;;resolved all environmental issues concerning SAMDA associated with the -

information in the NRC' s final EA for this amendment and Appendlx 1B of Revnsron 18 of the
generic DCD for plants referencmg Appendix D to 10 CF R Part 52 whose srte parameters are B
within those specified in the SAMDA evaiqation. | _
Finaliy, the NRC is proposing to revise paragraph %Dvhich provides the procedure for an
mterested member of the public to obtain access to SUNSI (includlng Pl) and SGlI for the

_15_




- ,o.(&_t‘ .
v

AP1000 deSign to request and participate in proceedings as identifi ed in paragraph B, involving" 74
licenses and appilcatlons mch reference Appendix Dto10 CFR Part 52. The NRC is | %
proposing to replace the current. mformation in this paragraph with a statement that the NRC will
‘specify-: atan appropnate time the procedure for mterested persons to review SGI or SUNSI
| (including Ph)for the purpose of partlcrpatin_g in the hearing requr_red by 10 CFR 52.85, the )< .
h'earing provided under‘ 10 CFR 52.103, orin any other proceeding relating to Appendix D to
"~ 10 CFR Part 52 in which interested persons have a right to request an adjudicatory hearing.
The NRC expects to foIiow its current practice of establishing the procedures by order when the
notice of hearing is pubiished in the Federal Register. (See, e.g., Florida Power and Light Co,
, Co'mbined' License,AppIication for the Turkey Point Units 6 and 7, Notice of Hearing, . B
Opportunity To. Petrtion for Leave To Intervene and Assomated Order Imposrng Procedures for
Access to Sensitive: Unclassnf ed. Non-Safeguards Information and Safeguards Information for
Contention Preparation (75 FR 34777; June 18, 2010); Notice of Receipt of Application for
License Notice of Consrderatron of Issuance of License; Notice of Heanng and Commission
" Order and Order Imposrng Procedures for Access to Sensitive Uncias5|ﬂed Non-Safeguards N
information and Safeguards Information for Contention Preparation; In the Matter of AREVA
Enrichment Services, LLC (Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility)» (74 FR 38052; Juiy 30, 2009).)
In the four currently approved design certiﬁcations (10 CFR Part 52, Appendices A
through D), paragraph E presents specific directions on'how toobtain access to Pl and SGIi on
the design certification in connection with a license application proceeding referencing that
DCR. The NRC is proposrng this change because these provrsmns were developed before the
' terrorist events of September 11 2001 After September 11 2001 Congress changed the e
statutory requirements governing access to 'SGI, and the NRC revised its rules, procedures, and
practices governing control and access to SUNSI and SGI. The NRC now believes that generic

direction on obtaining access to SUNSI and SGI is no longer appropriate for newly approved

-16-




; DCRs- Accordlngly, the specrfrc requrrements governrng access to SUNSI and SGI contarned in

paragraph E of the four currently approved DCRs should not be included in the DCR for the

” AP1000 Instead the NRC should specify the procedures to be used for obtalnrng access at an | :

approprrate trme in the. COL proceedlng referencrng the AP1000 DCR.: The NRC intends to - - |

‘ rnclude the new rule Ianguage in any future amendments or renewals of the currently exrstmg

DCRs as well as |n new (rntrﬁal) DCRs. However, the NRC is not planning to initiate

. »rulemakrng to change paragraph E.of the existing DCRs, to minimize unnecessary resource
expendltures by both the orrgrnal DCR applrcant and the NRC |

| 5. Processes for Changes and Departures (Sectlon VIII) \ -

) The purpose of Section Viil is to present the processes for generic changes to, or
plant-specific departures (includingvex_emptions) from, the DCD. The Commission adopted thls o
restrictive ‘change process to achie\re a more stable licensing process for applicants and
licensees that reference this DCR. The change processes for the three different categories of

| T|er 2 mformatron namely, Tler 2 Tier 2* and Tier 2* with a time of explratlon are presented in
paragraph B. |

: | - Departures from Tier 2 _that'a Iicenseevmay make without prior NRC approval are
addressed under paragraph B.5 (similar to the process in 10 CFR 50.59). The NRC is
proposing changes to Section VIl to address the change control process specific to departures
from the information required by 10 CFR 5_2.47(a)(28) to address the NRC'’s AlA requirements in
10 CFR 50.150. Specifically, the NRC is proposing to revise paragraph B.5.b to indicate that

»"the crrterla in thxs paragraph for determrnlng if a proposed departure from Tier 2 requires a

O Ircense amendment 'do not apply to a proposed departure affectrng rnformatron required by

10 CFR 52.47(a)(28) to address 10 CFR 50.150. In addition, the NRC is:proposing to
redesignate paragraphs B.5.d, B.5.e, and B.5.f as paragraphs B.5.e, B.5.f, and B.5.g,

respectively, and to add a new paragraph B.5.d. Proposed paragraph B.5.d would require an
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of the plant from explosrons or f res to comply with the reqmrements in10 CFR 50. 54(hh) The
- proposed addition of these provrsnons to Appendix Dto 10 CFR Part 52 is consrstent with the
'NRC's rntent when it issued the AIA rule in 2009 as noted in the statements of consrderation for
that rule (74 FR 28112; June 12 2009 at page 28122, thrrd column).
Paragraph B.6. of Appendrx D to 10 CFR Part 52 provrdes a process for departmg from

Tier 2* information. The creatron of_,_and_restrictlons on changing, Tier 2* mformatlon resulted
. from the development-of the Tier 1 information for the ABWR design certification (Appendix A to
10 CFR Part 52) and the ABME [ASEA Brown Boveri —_,Combustion Engineering] System 80+
| design certification (App_endix B to 10 CFR Part 52). During this development process, these ‘

_appi_icants requested that the amount of information in Tier 1 be minimized to provide additional
flexibility for an applicant or ficensee »who references these appendices. Also, many codes,
| standards, and design prooesses that would not be specified in Tier 1, but were acceptable for
meeting ITAA%}vere specified in Tier 2. The result of these actions was that certarn sngnificant
~ information only exists in Trer 2 and the Commissron did not want this significant information to
be changed without prior NRC approval. This Tier 2* information was identified l_n the generic
DCD with italicized text and brackets (See Taole 1-1 of the AP1000 DCD Introduction for alist -
of the Tier 2* items). Although the Tier 2* designation was originally intended to last for the
lifetime of the facility, like Tier 1 information, the NRC determined that some of the Tier 2*
information could expire when the plant first achieves full power (100 percent), after the finding
_ required by 10 CFR 52.103(g), while other Tier 2* information must remain in effect throughout
the life of the facmty The factors determining whether Tier 2* information could expire after the
first fuIl power was achieved were whether the Tier 1 information would govern these areas
after first full-power and the NRC's determination that prior approval was required before
implementation of the change due to the significance of the information. Therefore, certain

Tier 2* information listed in paragraph B.6.c would cease to retain its Tier 2* designation after
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.. afullé-‘po‘wer operation is first achieved following the Commission finding under 10 CFR 52.103(g).
Thereafter that information would be deemed to be Tier 2 mformatlon that would be subject to
the departure requrrements in paragraph B.5. By contrast, the Tier 2* mformatlon identified in
~ paragraph B.G.b would retain its Tier 2* designation throughout'the duration of the license,
including any period pf Iicense.renewal.

The NRC is proposing to revise certain items designated as Tier 2*. The item on HFE

. would be moved fromparagraph B.5.b to paragraph B.5.c, with the effect that the Tier 2*

-+~ designation on that informatioh y_\/_putd_ex_p_ire'__aft_er»_fu_‘lt-\ppwe’r_ operation is ach.iev'ed/ rather than.

| never expiri‘ng.' In addition, a new item would be added tol paragraph B;5.b for RCP type.f The.
NRC determihed that certain specific characteristics of the RCP were significant to the safety
review anq th"at prtpr_approval of changes affecting those characteristics would be required.

~ This Tier 2* designation does not expire. |
Finally,.the NRC also concluded that the Tier 2* designatioh was not necessary for the
B specific Code editipn and addenda for the American Society pf Mechanical Ehgtneers Bpiler and
Preeeure Vesusel'Code (ASME Code), as listed in item VIII.B.6.c.(2). At the time of the initial
certiﬂcation; the NRC determined that this infprmation should be Tier 2*. Subsequentl_y, 10 CFR:
Part 50 vr/as modified to include provisions in 10 CFR 50.55a(b)(1)(iii) to provide restrictions in
'the use pf certain editions/addenda to the ASME Code, Section lil, that the NRC found
unacceptable. In addition, 10 CFR 50.55a(c)(3), (d)(2) and '(e)(2), for reactor coolant pressure
poundary, Quality Group B Components, and Quality Group C Components, respectively,
’provrde regulatory controls on the use of later edmon/addenda to the ASME Code, Section li,
through the condrtlons NRC establlshed on use of paragraph NCA—1 140 of the Code)/ As'a
result,'these rule requirements adequately control the ability of a licensee to use a later editipn
of the ASME Code and addenda such that Tier 2* deeignation is not necessary. Thus, the .

Tier 2* item in paragraph B.6.c.(2) for ASME Code was modified to be limited to ASME Code
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piping desigh.restrictiohs as identified in Section 5.2.1.1 of the AP1000 DCD andto inclpde .

certaln Code cases, mcludlng Code Case N-284- 1 as dlscussed in Sectlon 3 8.2.2 and other
Code cases as desrgnated in Table 5.2-3 of the DCD (Code Case N-284- 1 is the only case

B 'currently specrf ied in Appendlx D to' 10 CFR Part 52) The NRC retained the Tier-2* desngnatron

for applylng ASME Qode,- Sectlon lll, Subsection NE to conta_lnment_ _desngn,,,by moving this

provision to the end of item VIIi.B.6.c.(14). Section 3.8.2.2 of the DCD identifies the specific

“edition and ,,.:’ ndafor containment design (2001 Edition of ASME Code, Section lll, including
2002 Addeag\:\[ the Tier 2* markings. | o
| 6 Record ; ang R : : |

‘The purpose of Section X is to present the requirements that apply,tomaintaihing -
records of changes to and departures trom the generic DCD, which would be reflected in the
plant-specific DCD. Section X also presents the requirements for eubmitting reports (including
updates to the} plant-Specit”lc DCD) to the NRC. Paragraph A.1 requires that a generic DCD and
| the VPI and SGt referenced in the '_generic DCD be maint.ained t)y the applicant for this' rple. The

’ NRC is proposing to retrise paragraph A.1 to replace the term “proprietary information,” or PI, ._
tvith the broader term “sensitive unclassified non-safeguards information,” or SUNSI. |
- Information categortzed as SUNSI is information that is generally not publicly available and
encompasses a wide variety'of categories. These 'categories include informatioh abouta
licensee's or applicant's physical protection or material control and accounting program for
special nuclear material not otherwise designated as SGI or classified as National Security

lnformatron or Restricted Data (securlty-related mformatron) which is required by 10 CFR 2 390

to be protected in the same manner as commercual or ﬁna cfal information (i.e., they are exempt

sure that Westinghouse (as well as

NRC is proposing to approve Pl

from public disclosure). This change is necessary beca
and security-related information. This change would also &

any future applicants for amendments to the AP1000 DCR who intend to supply the certified

-21-




depart from the information Arequir'ed by 10 CFR 52.47(a)(28) to be included ifi the FSAR for the

standard design certification, to consrder the effect of the changed feature or capablllty on the '

ongrnal 10 CFR 50. 150(a) assessment

The NRC is proposnng to revise certain ltems desngnated as Tier 2* The“ |tem on HFE
would be moved from paragraph B. 6 b to paragraph B.6.c, with the effect that the T|er 2* o
desrgnatron on that information would expire after full-power operation is achieved rather than
" never. In addltlon a new item would be added to paragraph B.6.b for RCP type The NRC
determlned that certam specn‘" c charactenstrcs of the RCP were sngnlf icant to the safety revrew
. and that prior approval of changes affectmg those charactenstrcs would be requrred This
Trer 2* designation does not exprre L

The NRC also concluded that the Tier 2* designation was not necessary for the specific

. Code edition and addenda for the ASME code as listed in paragraph B.6.c(2). Thus, the item in

paragraph B.6.c(2) fo/iéﬁg Code would be modified to be more limited in scope. The NRC
~ would retain the Tier 21\ designation for the Code edition applicable to contalnment in paragraph
B.6.c(14) and added paragraph B.6.c(16) on ASME Code cases, which are speciﬁed in
Table 5.2-3 of the generic DCD. |
G. Records and Reporting (Section X).

The NRC is proposing to amend Section X, Records and Reporting, to revise paragraph
A.1 to replace the tenn “proprietary information” with the broader term “sensitive uhclass’iﬁed i
non-safeguards information.” Paragraph A.1 would atso be revised to require the design

certification amendment applicant to maintain the SUNSI whrch it developed and used to

| support rts desugn certlfrcatlon amendment appllcatlon Thrs would ensure that the referencrng )

applicant has direct access to this information from the design certification amendment

applicant, if it has contracted with the applicant to provide the SUNSI to support its license
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‘application. T_he AP1000 Qene_ric,DCD and the NRCapprovedversnonof the SUN.}SI_would}'be _'

required to be maintained f_or the period'that Appendix D to 10 CFR Part 52_may be refer.encedi
The NRC is also proposing to add a new> paragraph A_.4.a,; w_hioh_‘\rv;ould require

Westinghouse to'maintain a copy of the AlA performed to comply with the requirements of

10 CFR 50.150(a) for the term of the certification (inciuding'any period of reneWai). This A‘

proposed provision, which is consistent with 10 CFR 50.150(c)(3) would faciiitate any NRC

mspections of the assessment that the NRC dec:|des to conduct '

Da N l—»‘?Simrlarly, the NRC is proposing new paragraph A 4, b Wthh would requure an applicant or
||censee who references Appendix Dto 10 CFR Part 52 to maintain a copy of the AlA performed
to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.150(a) throughout the pendency of the
application and for the term of the license (includirig any period of reneWal)'.l,This‘ provision is
consistent with 10 CFR 50.1 50(c)(4) -For-all applicants and licensees, the supporting '
documentation retained ons:te should descnbe the methodology used in performing the
assessment, including the |dent|f|cat|on of potential design features and functional capabilities to -

show that the acceptance crlteria in 10 CFR 50.150(a)(1) would be met.

V. Agreement State Compatibility
Under the “Policy' Statement on Adequacy and Compatibility- of Agreement States

Programs,” approved by the Commission on June 20, 1997, and published in the Federal
Register (62 FR 46517; September 3, 1997), this rule-is classified as compatibility “NRC.”
Compatibility is not required for Category “NRC" regulations. The NRC program elements in
this category are those that relate ~directiy to areas of regulation reserved to the NRC by the Act
or the provisions of this section. Although an Agreement State may not adopt program |
elements reserved to the NRC, it may wish to inform its licensees of certain requirements by'a |

mechanism that is consistent with the particular Statef__s administrative procedure laws.
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Cat_egory “*NRC” reéolat{ons do nof'confer regulatory'euthonty on the State.

VI.. Availability of Documents

' The NRC is making the documents identified below eve'ilaole to binterested persons

' through one or more of the follownng methods as mdlcated To access documents related to

: ' Aaf’/cc

this actlon see Section |, “Submlttlng Comments and Accessing lnformatlon of this desument— X
Dooument. PDR Web - ADAMS

SECY-11 0002 “Proposed Rule - AP1000 X X - ML103000397
Desxgn Cemﬁcatlon Amendment
AP1000 oé"s’i‘c_’;n“cbn'trbl Document (DCD) X X ~ ML103480059
.Revision 18, Transmiftel Letter - |

“ Westinghouse _AP1000 DCD Revision 18 x | ML 103480572
(public version)
Advanced Final Safety Ev_aluaﬁon Report for x | ML103260072
Revision 18 to the AP1000 Standard Design
Certification (publicly available) . -
AP1000 Environmental Assessment X X ML103000415
interim Staff Guidance DC/COL-ISG-011, X X ML092890623
“Finalizing Licensing-basis Information”
Design Changes Submitted by Westinghouse, X X ML100250873
Revision 18 -
AP1000 Technical Reports (Appendix) ----- ML103350501 .
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' vc’:ost-bene_ﬁ_oia_l;4_and,2)d9ngt result in the identification of any new,SAMDAs that could become -

cost beneficial.

| The Commrssron. |s requestlng comment on the draft EA. As provrded in 10 CFR
'51.31 (b) comments on the draft EA will be Irmlted to the consrderatron of SAMDASs as required
by 10 QFR 51 .30(d). The_C_ommrssron»wlll prepare afi naI EA following the close of the_
_ __,oom,rnent period for the proposed standard design certiﬂcation.-lf a final rule is issued, all
en\rironmental issues concerning SAMDAs associated with the information in the final EA and
Appendlx 1B of the AP1000 DCD Tier 2 will be considered resolved for plants referencrng »
Amendment 1 to the AP1000 desrgn whose site parameters are wrthln those specified in
SAMDA evaluation. Theexrstlng site parameters ,spemﬁed-m.the SAMDA evaluation are not .
affected oy this design oerti_ﬁoation amendment.

‘I"-he draft EA, upon which the Commission’s finding of no significant impact is based,
and Revision 18 of the AP1000 DCD are available for exammatron and copylng at the NRC's
PDR One Whlte Flint North, 11555 Rockvrlle Plke Room 0-1 F21 Rockwlle Maryland 20852.

XL Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This proposed rule contains new or amended information colleotlon requirements that
are'subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.). This rule has
been submitted to OMB for review and approval of the.information collection requirements.

Type of submission, new or revision: Revision ‘

The title of the information collection: 10 CFR Part 52, AP1000 Design Certification
Amendment -

The form number If appllcab/e N/A

" How often the collection is required: On occasion. Reports requrred undey, FR

%

sought on a COL application referencing the AP1000 désign and the COL applicant is not using
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(and,amendrnents thereto) a_re Commission app_ro\(ale of-speciﬁc nuclear polrver plant designs
by rulemaking, which then rnay be voluntarily referenced by applicants for COLs. Furthermore,
de'Sign certifitation ru}lemakings are initiated by‘an applicant for ‘a design certification (or
.amen‘dmentc thereto), rather than the NRC. Preparation of a regulatory analysis in this
c_ircumstance'would not be useful because the de_sign to be certified is proposed by the
applicant rather than the NRC. For these reasons, the Commission concludes that preparation
- ofa regulatory-'analysis' is neither required nor .appropriate. |

| oo Reg.ulatory Flexibility Certification
Under the__Reg'ulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 605(b)), the Commission certitles that-this ,
 rule woulcl not, ifrpromulgated', ha\re a signiﬁcant economic impact on a substantial-numbervof
small entities. This p_roposed rule provides for certification of an amendment to a nuclear power
plant design. Neither the design certification amendment applicant nor prospective nuclear
power plant llcensees who reference this DCR, fall within the scope of the defi mtlon of “small
entities” presented in the Regulatory Flexrblllty Act, or the size standards established by the
NRC (10 CFR 2.810). Thus, this rule does not fall within the purview of the Regulatory
.Flexibility Act. ..

XIV. Backfitting

The NRC has determined tnat this proposed rule meets the 'requirements of the backfit
rule, 10 CFR 50.1V09, and the requirements governing changee to DCRs in 10 CFR 52.63(a)(1).

The propolsed rule does not constitute backfitting as defined in the backfit rule (10 CFR

' 50. 109) wnth respect to operatlng licenses under 10 CFR Part 50 because there are no

. operatlng llcenses referencmg thls DCR
Westmghouse requested many changes to the AP1000 DCD to correct spelling,

' punctuatlon or similar errors’2 result! in text that has the same essential meaning. The NRC X

)

concludes that these Westinghouse—requested changes, which are editorial in nature, neither
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_ W__»c'cnstitute hackﬂtting as defined in 10 CFR" 50.109(a)(1), nor are these changes inconsistent . '
~ with the issue finality provnsrons of 10 CFR 52.63 or 10 CFR 52.83. The backftting and issue
.t" nality provnsrons were not meant to appIy to such editorial changes in as much as such
changes would have insubstantiai impact on Iicensees with respect to their design and
-operation, and are not the kind of _changes falling within the poiicy considerations that underlie
t.he backﬁt,rUIe,and the issue finality provisions of 10 CFR 52.63 and 52.83. '
Westin“ghouse also requested changes to the AP1000 DCD, which the NRC_
understands were the result of requests to Westinghouse fron‘i COL applicants referencing th_e
_ | AP10v00Vdesign., in order to achieve ccnsistency in description and approach in different portions ‘. _
. of the DCD In the absence of a generic chan ,« ~{he AP1000, the referencing COL-' oL

/
fqgh/at each would likely take plant-specific

applicants stated to Westinghouse and the Ni
- departures to address the inconsistency. While\fﬁ: could result in more consistency within-any
given COL application, it would result in inconsistencies among the different referencing COLs
which is mconsrstent wrth the overall standardization goal of 10 CFR Part 52. Accordingly, the
NRC concludes that the Westinghouse-requested changes to the AP1000 to address
consistency do not constrtute backﬁtting under the backfit rule (in as much as they are
voluntary) and are not otherwise inconsistent with the issue finality provisions of 10 CFR 52.63
and52.83. |
Westinghouse also proposed numerous substantive changes to the AP1000 design, |
“including, but not limited to, minor component design details, replacernent of a design feature
- with another having similar performance (e.g., turbine manufacturer, power for the auxiliary
.hciler), Van.d changes ailowing additional capabiiity tor'operatio'nai ﬂexibiiit’y“(e.g., iiguid waste
holdup tanks, unit reserve transformer). Westinghouse included within its abplication a detailed
» Iist of each DCD content change and the basis under io CFR 52.63(a)(1) that supports .

including that change in this amendment.
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) __i.r ' 10 CFR Sé 6.3-vCri“teri0n (a)(i ).(iv)" Provides th'e Detailed Dosign Ii\formotion to be'
" Verified under those ITAAC whlch are Directed at Certification lnfon'natlon (| e,
DAC). |
Title: Rem’oiial- of Homon Footors Engineering Dosign Acoeptance Criteria from
th.e;i)e‘sign Control Document |
item: 1 of 15 |
Sigmf' icant Change: The ITAAC De5|gn Commitments for Human Factor Englneenng |
(HFE) is in Tier 1, Table 3. 2 1. In Revusnon 17 of the AP1000 DCD Westlnghouse proposed

N deletion of the Human Factors DAC (Design Commitments 1 through 4) and provnded suffi c;ent

supporting documentation to meet the requirements of these ITAAC. Design Commitment 1 A,

~ pertains to the integration of human reliability analysis with HFE design. Design Commit_mem 2
pertains to the HFE task analysis. Désign Commitment 3 pertains to the human-system
interface. Dosign Commitment 4 pertains to the HFE program verification and validation
- implementation. The information developeo by Westinghouse to satisfy these I'iAAC_ io
| incldded_in Chapter 18 of the DCD. | |
Location within the Safety Evaloation (SER) \Iilhel'e the chaiiges are priilcipally .
described: o : A v)\‘ 34}
The details of the NRC's evaluation of Westinghouse’s design features associated{t\he
HFE DAC are in Sections 18.7.6 (design commitment 1), 18.5.9 (design commitment 2), 18.2.8
(design oommitment 3), and 18.11 (design commitment 4) of the SER (ADAMS Accession No.
ML1 03260072)
Evaluation of the Crlteria in 10 CFR 52 63(a)(1)

The additional information lncluded in Tier 2 provides detailed design information on

.human factors design that would otherwise have to be addressed through verification of
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minimiie the generation of. radioactive waste. The DCD changes are documentedin . =

- Westinghouse Technical Report 98, “Compliance with 10 CFR 20. 1406” (APP-GW'-GLN-OQS) '

o Revnsmn 0 (ADAMS Accession No ML071010536) Westlnghouse evaluated contamlnated

piping, the spent fuel pool (SFP), air handling-systems, and the radloactlve waste dram system
to show that piping and components utilize design features that will prevent or mltlgate the

spread of contamination within the facility or the environment. Westlnghouse has lncorporated

esign changes relcted o seismic andd ¢ry ’t‘,mﬁ*j ane:

modifications and featu es such as SFP/ elimination of undergr und radlioacflve tanks RCPs -

%
wuthout mechamcal seals, fewer embedded plpes Iess radloactlve piping ln/\auxmary bunldlng

and containment vessel, and monitoring the radwaste dlscharge_ -plpellne‘to demonstrate that

X Xy

the AP1000 design' certification, as amended, will be in compliance with the subject regulation .- .- -

and Regulatory Guidance (RG) 4.21,> “Minimization of Contamination and Radioactive Waste -
Generation: | Life—Cycle Planning,” (June 2008).
| Location within the SER where the changes are orincipally described:
_ The details of the NRC'’s evaluation of Westlnghouse s design features are |n
o Sectlon 12.2 of the SER (ADAMS Accession No. ML103260072). . :
- Evaluation of the Crltena in 10 CFR 52.63(a)(1)(vii):

Inclusion in the DCD of the more detailed information about the features for minimization

" of contamination provides additional information to be included in the DCD for the AP1000 that "

increases standardization of the AP1000 design. Thus, the changes meet the ﬁnallty cntenon

for changes in 10 CFR 52.63(a)(1)(vii).

Title: Extension of Seismic Spectra to Soil Sltes and Changes to Stabmty and

Umformlty of Subsurface Materlals and Foundatlons

Item: 4 of 15

Significant Change: In AP1000 DCD Tier 2, Sections 2.5.2 and 3.7, Westinghouse

" extended the AP1000 design to five soil profiles, including firmrock through soft soil sites, for
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range of soll conditions is a change that provndes addmonal mformatlon Ieadmg to lncreased i
standardlzatlon of this aspect of the desrgn In addltlon the change reduces the need for COL o
applicants to seek departures from the current »AP_1 000 design in'as much as most sites do not
conform to the curre.ntly-approyed' hard rock sites. Therefore, the change-increases ‘.
standardization_and meets the ﬁnatity Criterion"for changes in 10 CFR 52.63(a)t1)(vii). DR

Title: Long-Term Cooling

Item 50of 15 ,
Slgmf' cant Change: DCD Tie 2 -Eéﬁ Section 6 3 8 descnbes the changes to COL )(
 information items related to contamment ifiess and verification of water sources for . |
long-term recirculation cooling following a loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA). TheCOL ... .
information itern related to verification of water sources for long-tenn recircutation_ cooling
following‘a LOCA was closed based on Westinghouse TR-26, “AP1000 Verification of Water 7
_ Sources for Long-Term Recrrculatlon Coohng FoIlowmg a LOCA APP-GW-GLR-O?Q (ADAMS o
e Accessron No ML102170123) and other rnformatlon contalned in DCD Chapter6 o |
Sectlon 6.3.2.2.7 describes the evaluatlon of the water sources for Iong-term recwculat_ion | A
. cooling following a LOCA, including the design and operation of the AP1000 PCCS debris
screens. DCD Tier 1, Section 2.2.3, includes the associated design descriptions and ITAAC.
The COL infonnation item» requires a cleanliness program to limit the amount of latent debris in
containment consistent with the analysis and testing assumptions.
Location within the SE where the changes are principally described:
The details of the NRC's evaluation of Westlnghouse s design features assocnated wrth

‘long-term coohpQTﬂ(th_e\p esence of LOCA-generated and Iatent debris and General Desrgn

Criteria 35 ané 38 Js'ln Subsection 6.2.1.8 of the SE (ADAMS Accessnon No ML103260072) /g

o )
/ .
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Evaluation of the Criteria in 10 CFR 52.ss(a)(1):

' Inclusron in the DCD of the desrgn and analysrs |nformat|onthat demonstrates adequacy
of Iong-term core. coollng prowdes addltlonal mformatnon Ieadlng to mcreased standardlzatlon of |
this aspect of the deS|gn Therefore the change meets the flnahty criterion for changes in |
10 CFR 52.63(a)(1)(vi). o

Title: Control Room Emergency Habltablhty System

“ltem: 60f15

Si_gn:tﬁ.cant Change: DCD Tter‘2,. Sectio.n_‘ 64 has undergone..signiﬁca.ntrrevision.
Westinghouse're-designed its main’ control room‘emergencynh.abita'bility system to meet controt
room radiation dose requirements using the standard assumed in-leakage-of 5 cubic feet per
minute in the event of arelease of radiation-.-- The changes include the addition of a | |

, snngle-fallure proof passnve fi lter traln The ﬂow through the fi Iter traln |s prowded by an eductor

T downstfeam of a bottled /lrasﬂppiy\ These changes were prompted by Westmghouse s

proposal to revise the _ atmosphenc dlsperslon factors from those certrﬂed in
{ e
Revision 15 to la_rger"vatue,s,toabetter accommodate COL sites. As a result, other desrgn

changes were needed to mainta_in.do_SES. in the control room within acceptable limits.

Location within the SE_R where the changes are principally described:

The details of the NRC's evaluation of Westinghouse’s design features associated with
radiation dose to personnel under accident conditions are in Section 6.4 of the SER (ADAMS
Accession No. ML103260072). | |

Evaluation of the Criteria in 10 CFR 52. 63(a)(1)

lncorporatron of desrgn changes to the main control room ventllatlon systems would
contribute to increased standardization of this aspect of the design. Therefore, the change

meets the finality criterion for changes in 10 CFR 52.63(a)(t)(vii).
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* Evaluation of the Criteria in té”cF’h 52.63(5)’(1):

lnclus:on in the DCD of the changes to the spent fuel rack deS|gn and critrcallty analysis
wouid contnbute to the mcreased standardization of this aspect of the de3|gn Therefore the

change meets the fi nality criterion for changes in10 CFR 52. 63(a)(1)(vu)
| Title: Vacuum Relief System R '

Item: 15 of15_ _
Significant Change:" in Revision 18 to AP1000 DCD Tier 2, Chapters 3, 6, 7, 9, and 16,

Westinghouse proposed .changes -to the design of the containment vvhich add a_vacuum relief
| system to 'the“existing ccntainment air.ﬁ'ltration system.vent line penetration. The prcposed
‘vacuum relief system cons_ists of redundant vacuum.relief devices inside and outside

containment sized to prevent-differential pressure between containment and the shieldvbu\iiding v

. from exceeding the desngn value of 1.7 psrg, which could occur under extreme- temperature

| conditions. ' ) ‘ o o /7 \
| Each rehef ﬂow path consnsts of a check valve ms:de contamment nzn;;yr operated

~ butterfly valve outside of containment. The redundant relief devnces outsude coptainment share
a common inlet line with redundant outside air flow entry points. The outletlines downstream of
the“}cutside containment relief devices are routed to a common header connected. tc the vent
line penetration. The redundant relief devices inside containment share a common inlet line
from the vent line penetration and have independent discharge lines into containment.
Location within the SER where the changes are principally described:
The details of the NRC'’s evaluation of Westrnghouse s desngn features assocnated with

the addition of the vacuum relref system are in Chapter 23 Section W of the SER (ADAMS

Accession No. ML103260072).
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Evaluation of the Critéria in 10 CFR 52. 63(a)(1):

: Inclusron in the DCD of the introduction of a containment vacuum relref system would -
contnbute to the increased standardization of this aspect of the desngn Therefore, the change
, meets the fi nahty cntenon for. changes in 10 CFR 52 63(a)(1)(vu) |
| Changes Addressmg Compllance wnth Aircraft Impact Assessment Rule- (10 CFR 50. 150) ‘ '

o The proposed rute would amend the exrstrng AP1000 DCR in part, to address the
,reqnirements of the AlA rule. The AlA ruleitself mandated that a DCR'be revised, 6{; during
"the DCR’s current term, then no later than itsrenewaﬁeaddress the reqUirements. of the AIA |

rule. in addition, the AIA rule provided that any COL is’sued after the effective date of the final

AIA rule must" reference a DCR complying with the AlA rule, or itseif demonstrate compliance

wrth the AlA rule The AIA rule may therefore be regarded as mconsrstent with the finality
'_ prov:snons in 10 CFR 52. 63(a) and Section’ VI of the AP1000 DCR. However the NRC provided
an admlmstratrve exemption from these flnallty requwements when the final AlA rule was rssued.
See Federal Reglster notice, 74 FR 281 12 June 12 2009, at 28143—28145 Accordmgly, the a
NRC has already addressed the backfitting lmphcatnons of applying the AlA rule to the AP1000

with respect to the AP1000 and referencing COL applicants.




2. In Appendix D to10 CFR Part 52 ‘S'(e‘e‘t‘ioii._ll\_‘/, r_..e'y,ise._;pai'ag'ra.ph’ A.3 and edd
--.-‘paragraph»A.4 to read as follows: \ | '
B Appendixll'\ to Part SZ--Design Certiﬁeétiori_.Rule for the U.S. Advanced Boiling Wafer
Reacf‘or., | e . S - S
o _ . Additipnal Requirements and Restrictions
AR
3. Incliide, in the plant-specific DCD., the SUNSI (including Ph) énd SGl referenced ii\ the
Ar;iooo DCD. | IR
) 4. Include, as part of its application, a demonstration that an entity other than |
< v Awe_sﬂrv\ghoi{se ie qualified to eu'pply >theAP1OOQ@g}unless Westinghouse supplies the x

design __fe_r the app_licaht‘s use.

" 3. InAppendix D to 10 CFR Part 52: | | o |
(remiove unolerline) - %
"a. In'Section i, revis@agraphs A andD.

b. In sei:tion V, redesignate paragraph A as paragraph A.1 and add a new paragraph
A2; |
- c. In Section VI, revise paragraphs B.1,} B.2, B..7, and E;
d.. In Section Viil, revise‘ the introductory text of paragraph B.5.b, redesignate
paragraphs B.5.d, B.5.e, and B.5f as paragraphs B.5.e, B.5.f, and B.5.g, respectively, and add
- a new paragraph B.5.d, and revise paragraphs B.6.b and B.6.c; and |
e. In'Section X, revise paragraph A.1 and add a new paragraph A.4 to read as follows:

| Appendix Df to Part 52—Design Certification Rule for the AP1000 Design |

* * vk B *
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- NOTATION VOTE

' RESPONSE SHEET

16 Annette Vietti- Cook Secretary

FRAOM':': o '_CommissionerApostolakis
SUBJECT: SECY“11-05002 PRVOPOSEDFRULE AP1000 DESIGN

CERTIFICATION AMENDMENT (RIN 3150 AI81)
Approved _ XX Dlsapproved Abstaln
Not Partici'pati‘ng

COMMENTS: Be|ow XX Attached None

'I approve issuance of the draft rule for publlc comment and the recommendatlons contained in
- SECY-11-0002, “Proposed Rule: AP1000 Design Certification Amendment.”

{/M&

SIGNATURE
,//:t-%//f
DATE 7/ /

~ Entered on.“ST_ARS” Yes N No




NOTATION VOTE |

. RESPONSE SHEET

TO: | " Annette Vietti-Coo.k,»Secretary: -
FROM: " COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD
SUBJECT: 4 SECY-11-6002 - PROPOSEDI RULE: AP1000 DESIGN

'CERTIFICATION AMENDMENT (RIN 3150-Al81)
- “Approved X ‘Disapproved - . Abstain
Not Participétin'g '

.. ~-COMMENTS: Below __ Attached.i None"_;_

mm@,

-SIGNATURE

28 DJaawmy 20 (L
DATE \

- Entered on “STARS” Yes _X_ No

e




Commlssmner Magwood’s Comments on SECY 11-0002

Proposed Rule:’ AP1000 DESIGN CERTIFICATION AMENDMENT

| approve the publlcatlon of the proposed amendment to 10 CFR Part 52 Wlth minor
: ‘.edltorlal edlts attached. :

| commend the staff for their diligence and tenacity in the performance of the safety
review of this amendment. As the agency faces ever emerging challenges and new
responsibilities, our priority remains, as always, the adequate protection of public health
and safety. This rigorous safety review is an example of the agency's resolute work
ethic that perpetuates NRC's worldwide reputation as a strong stable predlctable
regulator

It was edifying to see the NRC'’s Non-Concurrence Process in action. This process, .-
‘which allows employees to document their concerns early in the decision-making

- process and have them addressed as the issue moves through the ‘management chain,’

is a healthy pract|ce and contributes to more robust end products

)m%;@\ o]

Wllllam D. Magwood IV date




.change packages and changes already accepted by the NRC in the review process of Revision

17 to the AP1000 DCD. In the course of the review of both design change packages, the NRC

deterrmned that DCD changes were needed: In response to NRC questions, Westinghouse
- proposed such changes. Once the NRC was satisfied with these DCD markups they were "~ |
' spell ot s
+~ documented in the safety evaluatron report (SER) @ The Cls were first identified dunng ‘
the NRC's review of Revision 17 of the AP1000 DCD. With the review of Revision 18, the NRC
will confirm that Westinghouse has made those changes to the DCD- accepted by the NRC that
were not addressed in Revision 17 to the AP1000 DCD. The use of Cls is restrlcted to cases |
where the NRC has reviewed and approved specific design control document proposals For
the final rule, the NRC Wl|| complete the review of the Cls and prepare a FSER reflectlng that
action. The Cls are closed based upon an acceptable companson between the rewsed DCD
| text and the text required by the Cl. No techriical review of Revision 18 by the_NRC is
necessary, beca'u‘se only Cls and design changes pursuant toCC/COL-lSG-OH previously
- accepted by the NRC are contained in Revision 18 to the DCD. -

In order to simplify the NRC'’s review of the design change documentation and’ to
simplify subsequent review by the NRC's Advisory Commrttee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS)
the design changes pursuant to DC/COL-ISG 011 are reviewed in a separate chapter (Chapter
23) of the FSER. This chapter indicates which areas of the DCD are affected by each d_esign'
change and the Ietters from Westinghouse that submitted them. In some cases, NRC’s review
of the design changes reviewed in Chapter 23 may be incorporated into the chapters of the
FSER where this material would normally be addressed because of the relationship between

"individual design changes and the review of prior DCD changes from Revisions 16-and 17 of the
Dep. "

The Westinghouse Revision 18 letter includes an enclosure providing a cross-reference

to the DCD changes and the applicable 10 CFR 52.63(a)(1) criteria. Revision 17 provides a

-8-




DCRs. AcCordingly, the specific requirements governi'ng access to SUNSI and SGl containediin..
~paragraph E of the four currently approved DCRs should not be included in the DCR forthe
APtOOO. Instead, the NRC should specify the procedures to be used for obtaining access at an

| app.ropri.a‘te time in the"COL‘ proce'eding referencing the AP1600'DCR “ The NRC."intends to a
I' |nclude the new rule Ianguag‘e in any future amendments or renewais of the currently exrstlng
_ DCRs, as well as in .newDCRs. However, the NRC is not piannlng to initiate
rulemaking to change paragraph E of the existing DCRs',:to minimize Unneces_sary_resource_ “
expenditures by both the original DCR applicant and the NRC. ‘ |
5. Processes for Cha’nges and «Departures (Section VIH).

The purpose of. Section Viltis to present the processes for generic changes to, or
piant-specific departures (including exemptlons) from the DCD ‘The Commission adopted this
restrictive change process to achieve a more stable licensing process' 'for applicants and
'-~~_I.icensees that reference this DCR. The change proce's‘ses for the three different categories of .
| Tier 2 infor_mation,' namely, Tier 2, Tier 2%, and Tier 2* with a time of expiration; are presented in
paragraphB. |

- Departures from Tier 2 that a licensee may make without prior NRC approval are
address_ed under paragraph B5 (similar to the process in 10 CFR 50.59). 'The NRC is
proposing changes to Section VIll to address the change control process._specific to departures.
from the information requi'red by 10 CFR 52.47(a)(28) to address the NRC’s AlA requirements in
10 CFR 50.150. Specifically, the NRC is proposing to revise paragraph B.5.t> toindicate that
the criteria in this ‘paragraph for determining if a pr_oposed departure from Tier 2 requires a
Iicense amendment do not apply to a proposed departure affecting information-required by
10 CFR 52.47(a)(28) to address 10 CFR 50.150. In addition, the NRC is proposing to
redesignate paragraphs B.5.d, B.5.e, and B.5.f as »paragraphs B.5.¢, B.5f, and B.5.g,

respectively, and to add a new paragraph B.5.d. Proposed paragraph B.5.d would require an

) _17- .




NOTATION VOTE

... RESPONSE SHEET

TO:  Annette V_ietti-C-_ook,_Secretary
FROM:  COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF

'SUBJECT: SECY§11-0002¥— PROPOSED RULE: AP1000 DESIGN

' S Y/ERTIFICATION.AMENDMENT (RIN 3150-Al181) ‘
_Ap‘proved"-' .~ Disapproved -~ .""Abstain '
Not Participating |

COMMENTS - ‘Below __ Attached'__l/_ None —

SIGNATURE 7/ -

)22 )i

DATE '

" Entered on "‘STARS” Yes ¥ No




Commlssmner Ostendorff’s Comments on SECY 11-0002
“Proposed Rule AP1000 DeS|gn Certlflcatlon Amendment (RIN 3150-AI81)

~ | approve the staff's proposed AP1000 rulemaking for publication in the Federal Regisren 'The NRC staff _
and- ACRS S revrew of the AP1000 desrgn for comphance with arrcraft rmpact requrrements and
evaluatron of numerous updates to the onglnal AP1000 de5|gn represents exceptional service and
contribytion to the NRC'’s safety mission. Of particular exemplary effort was the staff's identification of
AP1000 shield building vulnerabilities that had existed in an earlier proposed design. In reviewing this
first-of-a-kind.design, the staff appropriately demonstrated a questioning, safety-focused attitude to
identify and resolve critical-safety issues. These issues were handled with high technical and managerial
competence. Ultimately, the applicant made significant modifications to the shieid ‘buildding design which
the staff and ACRS in_depende_ntly determined to be acceptable. | also commend the staff for embodying
an-open collaborative work en,v'i'ronrnen't"'inat allows dive‘rs—'e or dissenting views to be raised and

' appropriately assessed using the NRC’s established processes. | considered this particular AP1000
»reV|ew prototyprcal of an NRC strength to vet issues openly and foster constructive resolution. The
Commrssron is thmater best served when safety issues are addressed in this manner. | look forward to

reviewing the final rule and the staff's evaluation of comments on the proposed rule.
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