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 1 

 P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 2 

(8:32 a.m.) 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  The meeting will now  4 

come to order, please.  This is a meeting of the 5 

AP1000 Subcommittee, a standing subcommittee of the 6 

Advisory Committee on Radiation Protection and Nuclear 7 

Materials. 8 

  I am Harold Ray, Chairman of the 9 

Subcommittee.  ACRS members in attendance are Mario 10 

Bonaca, Charles Brown, bill Shack, Mike Ryan, Dennis 11 

Bley, and Sam Armijo. 12 

  We also have ACRS Consultants Tom Kress 13 

and Graham Wallis.  Weidong Wang is the Designated 14 

Federal Official at this meeting. 15 

  This AB1000 subcommittee meeting will 16 

continue to review the Vogtle AP1000 reference 17 

combined application and follow-ups on the AP1000 18 

design certification aircraft impact analysis 19 

inspection. 20 

  The presentations include chapters shown 21 

in the meeting agenda, which is available for today, 22 

action items from past subcommittee meetings and the 23 

aircraft impact which will be tomorrow, as I believe 24 

it is on the agenda now. 25 
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  We will hear presentations from the Vogtle 1 

Applicant, Southern Nuclear Operating Company 2 

supported by NuStart, Westinghouse and the NRC staff. 3 

 We have received no written comments or requests for 4 

time to make oral statements from members of the 5 

public regarding today's meeting. 6 

  As shown in the agenda, some presentations 7 

will be closed in order to discuss information that is 8 

proprietary to the Applicant and its contractors, 9 

pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(c)(3) and (4).  Attendance 10 

at this portion of the meeting dealing with such 11 

information will be limited to Southern Nuclear 12 

Operating company, NuStart, Westinghouse 13 

representatives, the NRC staff, and its consultants 14 

and those individuals and organizations who have 15 

entered into an appropriate confidentiality agreement 16 

with them.  Consequently, we will then need to confirm 17 

 that we have only eligible observers and participants 18 

in the room for such closed portions. 19 

  The subcommittee will gather information, 20 

analyze relevant issues and facts, and formulate 21 

proposed positions and actions as appropriation for 22 

deliberation by the full committee. 23 

  The rules for participation in today's 24 

meeting have been announced as part of the notice of 25 
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the meeting previously published in the Federal 1 

Register.  A transcript of the meeting is being kept 2 

and will be made available as stated in the Federal 3 

Register notice.  Therefore, we request that 4 

participants in this meeting use the microphones 5 

located throughout the meeting room when addressing 6 

the subcommittee.  Participants should first identify 7 

themselves and speak with sufficient clarity and 8 

volume so that they may be readily heard. 9 

  To begin today's meeting, I will turn to 10 

Eileen for any comments from the staff. 11 

  MS. McKENNA:  Good morning.  I am here 12 

this morning actually representing the NRO Management 13 

Team for the AP1000 Design Center Review, until Jeff 14 

Cruz, who is the branch chief that has the 15 

responsibility for Vogtle can join us.  And so at that 16 

point, I will step aside and he will sit here until 17 

the end of the agenda tomorrow when we come back on 18 

aircraft impact on design cert. 19 

  With me at the side table is Ravi Joshi, 20 

who is the lead PM for the Vogtle application. 21 

  With that, I will turn the floor over the 22 

Applicant to make their presentation. 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Buzz. 24 

  MR. MILLER:  Thank you.  I now have a name 25 
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tag.  I am Buzz Miller.  I am the Executive Vice 1 

President of Nuclear Development for Southern Nuclear 2 

and for Georgia Power Company, one of the owners of 3 

the project. 4 

  I just want to give an opening statement 5 

and thank this subcommittee for your time and 6 

commitment.  I know it has been expensive.  My name 7 

tag is walking off the table.   8 

  We understand the role you play is 9 

essential.  It is essential for the safety review of 10 

the plant and for the process.  And so we do thank you 11 

for your commitment both for the CLO process and for 12 

the schedule you have upheld for the DCD process. 13 

  At the same time, we are interested in 14 

seeing this proceed.  We hope the next few days answer 15 

your questions.  We would like to see the full ACRS 16 

completed in January to help our project along.  So in 17 

that regard, our staff is here.  I know they are 18 

thoroughly prepared.  We have a team of professionals 19 

that are second to none in this business and they are 20 

ready to answer your questions.  And with that, I will 21 

turn it over to them. 22 

  MR. PIERCE:  Hello.  Good morning.  My 23 

name is Chuck Pierce and I am the Licensing Manager 24 

for the Vogtle III and IV project for nuclear 25 
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development.  I am going to just give you a brief 1 

overview this morning and then I am going to turn it 2 

over to Amy Aughtman, who is our supervisor for 3 

Southern Nuclear and Eddie Grant, who is with NuStart. 4 

  Southern Nuclear submitted to COL 5 

application in March 2008.  Now that particular COL 6 

application when we submitted it references the Rev 16 7 

at that time of the Design Control Document and also 8 

referenced our LWA that we had in progress at that 9 

point in time under review at the NRC. 10 

  We received that ESP and LWA in August 11 

2009.  And with that particular LWA, when we received 12 

it, it included the first LWA was for the installation 13 

of safety-related back field, the installation of mud 14 

mats for the nuclear island, waterproof membrane for 15 

the nuclear island, and the stabilized earth for the 16 

nuclear island.  So that was the first and that has 17 

become known as LAW-A OR LWA-alpha for us. 18 

  Since that time, at that time we made that 19 

submittal, we were called a subsequent COLA or an S-20 

COLA and Bellefonte at that point in time was the 21 

reference COLA we were working under the -- proceeding 22 

with Bellefonte being first in the process. 23 

  Since that time in April 2009, Vogtle 24 

became the reference COLA for the AP1000 plants.  Then 25 
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in August of 2009, Southern Nuclear submitted what we 1 

call now LWA-B.  It was tied to the COL application.  2 

And the scope of that particular LWA includes 3 

reinforcing steel, sumps and drain lines, and some 4 

embedded items in first concrete. 5 

  This particular slide, before I turn it 6 

over to Amy, was a final slide for me and I just 7 

wanted to mention that Vogtle is located in eastern 8 

Georgia.  It is right across from the Savannah River 9 

site.  It is on the Savannah River.  It is about 26 10 

miles south of Augusta.  And so it is a very favorable 11 

site and it is co-located with Vogtles I and II.  It 12 

is a very favorable site for this particular facility. 13 

  And with that, I will turn it over to Amy. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Chuck, I had one question  15 

just of interest not our responsibility.  But all your 16 

transmission right-of-ways, as I recall are available. 17 

 You don't have to require any more transmission 18 

right-of-way and you are just increasing capacity when 19 

the plant comes online.  Is that correct or not? 20 

  MR. PIERCE:  Do you want to comment on 21 

that? 22 

  MR. MILLER:  We are actually in the -- 23 

There is one right-of-way.  We are in the last process 24 

of public meetings between Georgia Power and our 25 
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Southern Company people to acquire the last remaining 1 

right-of-ways but no issues there. 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Go 3 

ahead, Amy. 4 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  All right.  So this slide 5 

gives an overview of the contents of Chapter 1.  6 

Again, when Bellefonte was the R-COLA, we presented 7 

some of the standard content that is provided in 8 

Chapter 1.  And so our focus for today is to get some 9 

closure of the open items associated with Chapter 1.  10 

And we will also provide some highlights of the 11 

Vogtle-specific information. 12 

  So this is a snapshot of the open items.  13 

I would note that we are not going to discuss open 1-14 

2.  That was an NRC action that did not require any 15 

input from us.  So we are not going to talk about that 16 

one. 17 

  So in addition to open item closure, some 18 

other topics we plan to highlight include departures 19 

and exemptions that we are requesting, as well as the 20 

variances that we have identified from the early site 21 

permit applications. 22 

  Other topics that are also included in 23 

Chapter 1 are supplemental information, such as our 24 

site location, our construction schedule, how we have 25 
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incorporated the early site permit and a discussion of 1 

our company and the contractors that we have used to 2 

support application development, as well as our 3 

construction plans. 4 

  We have covered that in a fair amount of 5 

detail, I think, the last time we were able to 6 

present.  So the only other issues items to discuss 7 

here, I believe, are the DCD plant interfaces.  That 8 

was a new piece of supplemental information that we 9 

provided earlier this year in response to an RAI.  We 10 

were asked to provide a summary that explicitly 11 

identified where in the FSAR we addressed the DCD 12 

plant interfaces.  And we did that through FSAR Table 13 

1.8-205. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Amy, you talk about a plant 15 

interface.  Are you talking about just physical 16 

interfaces or do you mean programmatic interfaces as 17 

well? 18 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Right, physical hardware -- 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Just hardware. 20 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  -- interfaces. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay well as you all know, 22 

we are going to be interested in hearing from you 23 

about the containment vessel coatings, how they are 24 

inspected, maintained and all that kind of stuff, 25 
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which one might think of as an interface but in any 1 

event, this not what you mean either. 2 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Right. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay. 4 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  And yes, we do have a 5 

pretty detailed presentation that we will give today 6 

on that subject. 7 

  And then finally, company fleet-specific 8 

practices.  Those get reflected throughout the various 9 

relevant chapters but how those sort of roll up in 10 

Chapter 1 is with the Regulatory Guide conformance 11 

table in 1-A(a). 12 

  So many of those Reg Guides we are 13 

addressing in a standard manner but there are a few 14 

exceptions where Vogtle, due to fleet practices, 15 

needed to be site-specific.  So one example is our Met 16 

Monitoring Program.  Because we already had an 17 

existing Met Tower, we are still in conformance with 18 

the Reg Guide that was in effect at the time we 19 

developed that program. 20 

  So moving on to open items.  The first one 21 

is more like a tracking item I would say to note that 22 

we are incorporating by reference a DCD that is still 23 

under review and the staff wanted to make sure that we 24 

do in fact track, that we incorporate the final 25 
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version of the DCD that gets approved in the 1 

rulemaking.  So we provided that commitment in our 2 

response to say yes, we do intend to adopt the final 3 

DCD revision that supports the rulemaking. 4 

  The next open item is on regulatory 5 

criteria conformance.  This item was created because 6 

we were still in the middle of trying to work through 7 

some RAIs at the time the SER with open items was 8 

issued.  And this was basically an item where had 9 

Table 1.9-201 in the FSAR lists all the Reg Guides 10 

that we addressed within the application or in the 11 

FSAR rather.   12 

  And 1-A (a) is where their conformance is 13 

described.  And we had some inconsistencies between 14 

the two tables.  And this was just to make sure that 15 

we had all of those worked out.  So we provided some 16 

revised information and we closed that item. 17 

  So the next item is on construction 18 

hazards identification and controls.  The staff 19 

created this open item to document that their review 20 

was not complete at the time the SER with open items 21 

had been issued. 22 

  Subsequent to that, a draft of Interim 23 

Staff Guidance 22 was issued, which provided some 24 

guidance on additional details that should be provided 25 
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in COL applications regarding this topic. 1 

  So subsequent to the draft ISG being 2 

available, we met with the staff and responded to 3 

questions related to specific elements of the interim 4 

staff guidance such a managerial and administrative 5 

controls and communication protocols between our 6 

construction and operating staff members.  So this 7 

item is considered closed. 8 

  The next item is related to the previous 9 

item and this item is more looking at the milestone 10 

for when we are going to have mitigation programs in 11 

control that support assuring that our construction 12 

activities do not impact the operating unit.  And so 13 

we have made a positive statement in the FSAR to 14 

indicate that those controls are in place at the time 15 

an operating unit exists.  And it is worded a little 16 

generically like that so that if you are on a green 17 

field site for example and you don't already have an 18 

existing operating unit, that would then become true 19 

if your first unit becomes operational at the time you 20 

are still constructing the SECY paper. 21 

  This open item related to our request for 22 

a Parts 30, 40, and 70 license.  The staff was still 23 

reviewing the information that we had presented at the 24 

time so they created this open item to track their 25 
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review for that.  And in response to this open item 1 

and subsequent RAIs, we provided some additional 2 

information as those details were developed.  And we 3 

have made some changes to our table in 13.4-201 is our 4 

operational programs table that includes milestones 5 

for when each program would be in place.  And so we 6 

have made some adjustments there to help account for 7 

the fact that we also intend to have these licenses at 8 

the time the COL is received. 9 

  We have also provided a Materials Control 10 

and Accounting Program description through these 11 

interactions. 12 

  Okay, so that is the open items.  We are 13 

going to move to the other topics.  The departures 14 

that are listed here for Chapters 8, and 9, those will 15 

get discussed with their respective chapter 16 

presentations that are planned for tomorrow. 17 

  The Chapter 18 departure is on our TSC and 18 

OSC location and that will get addressed with Chapter 19 

13 presentation tomorrow as well. 20 

  There is one new exemption request we are 21 

seeking and that is on the Material Control and 22 

Accounting Program description.  And that is 23 

essentially asking NRC to treat Part 52 applicants the 24 

same as Part 50 applicants, with respect to built-in 25 
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exceptions into the rule for level of information that 1 

needs to be provided in support of a Part 70 license. 2 

  And finally, we did cover previously the 3 

early site permit variances, I think in one of our 4 

previous presentations.  But just again as a roll up 5 

here, these are the ones that we are taking from our 6 

early site permit.  We have an updated site layout 7 

from the time we had the early site permit. 8 

  The ones numbered 1.6, those are related 9 

to diversion of the DCD that was in effect at the time 10 

we submitted our application.  So those are simply an 11 

update to the DCD revision.  And 2.2-1, we have 12 

updated our list of site-specific chemicals and then 13 

the 2.3-1 item we did have to provide some updated 14 

temperature characteristics, in order to account for 15 

some changes in the way those minimum and maximum 16 

safety temperatures were defined in the DCD with the 17 

change made during it was, I believe Rev 17. 18 

  And that is all we had planned for Chapter 19 

1. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any questions?  All right, 21 

Eddie, you are not going to say anything? 22 

  MR. GRANT:  I'm sure I will get my chance. 23 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Yes, you will. 24 

  (Laughter.) 25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, so over to the staff 1 

then, I guess, according to the agenda anyway.  This 2 

is going to seem like we are running back and forth 3 

here but maybe we can group these things so that we 4 

don't ask you guys to get up and down all the time. 5 

  MR. GRANT:  It is an opportunity for 6 

exercise during the day. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right. 8 

  MR. JOSHI:  Good morning.   9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Good morning. 10 

  MR. JOSHI:  My name is Ravi Joshi.  I am 11 

the lead Project Manager for Vogtle's fuel 12 

application.  I am going to present all of you of the 13 

project's status of what is status of review also. 14 

  I have four reviewers that have helped me 15 

to review the Chapter 1.  The number one is Mike 16 

Dusaniwskyj.  I don't know whether he is here or not 17 

but he actually was involved in the review of the 18 

financial requirements.  Larry Harris, he is sitting 19 

next to me, was involved in Material Control and 20 

Accountability Program for SNM.  Robert Moody is 21 

sitting over there.  He is involved in the EP side.  22 

And Ed Roach is the Radiation Protection Program. 23 

  So the information on this slide probably 24 

is repeated as you have already seen some input 25 
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already given by the Applicant.  But I just wanted to 1 

 give you some highlights of those slides.  I just 2 

wanted to repeat one item.  When Vogtle tendered the 3 

application, they tendered the subsequent COL.  A that 4 

time, Bellefonte was the R-COLA. 5 

  We continue to review the Vogtle S-COLA 6 

until April 2009, at which time NuStart designated 7 

Vogtle's R-COLA. 8 

  At that time, we already have completed 9 

most of the review for Bellefonte for standard content 10 

and we also had started writing the SER with open 11 

items for Bellefonte.  So the staff and the industry 12 

agreed that we should continue to write the SER with 13 

open items for Bellefonte.  Then Vogtle will pick up 14 

all the open items and resolve the open items that are 15 

already the standard content.  So this is what really 16 

happened. 17 

  In fact, we completed all the chapters on 18 

the Bellefonte and I will go to the next slide about 19 

which chapters were not actually presented on that 20 

issue at the time we completed Bellefonte review. 21 

  I just wanted to give you the background 22 

of what the application content of the Vogtle itself. 23 

 As the Applicant stated, their application 24 

incorporated ESP site-specific report, as well as they 25 



 

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

 22 

also incorporate Westinghouse AP1000 DCD certification 1 

and DC amendment. 2 

  Just a note that ESP and LW-1 or LW-A was 3 

granted on August 26, 2009. 4 

  The Vogtle application actually consists 5 

of two things.  One is the IBR portion from the ESP as 6 

well as from DCD and then referred to the NUREG-1923, 7 

which was provided as a part of ESP application and 8 

situation of AP1000 DC Amendment which is recently 9 

completed.  That also is being reflected in the 10 

application. 11 

  It also contained the standard content 12 

which is applicable to all the COL applicants and the 13 

Vogtle SE with no open items reflect, generally, 14 

references the Bellefonte standard content open items. 15 

  The Vogtle stipulation provides the basis 16 

for closing of the standard content open items and I 17 

want to make a note saying that when we come in 18 

January to present this summer as S-COLA we don't 19 

intend to repeat negotiation of those standard content 20 

open item again.  The only thing we will be providing 21 

is site-specific issues or anything that is different 22 

from the summer.  So I just wanted to keep that 23 

critical one. 24 

  Also it contains Vogtle plant-specific 25 
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information. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I expect that presentation 2 

to be quite different, actually, because someone 3 

doesn't have an ESP, do they? 4 

  MR. JOSHI:  That is correct.  Their 5 

presentation will be centered around plant-specific 6 

issues, such as the E Plan.  Hydrology, I think, has 7 

to be done because we have not presented that in the 8 

past. 9 

  Also there is a specific exemption. So 10 

there are some site-specific issues that we presented 11 

but we don't expect to repeat the initial open items 12 

that adhere to standard content.  So the presentation 13 

will be different than what you see today. 14 

  I just wanted to review the history of 15 

what has happened in terms of our interaction with 16 

ACRS.  First of all, all the 19 chapters for the 17 

standard content has been issued.  The last chapter, 18 

number 6 was issued in November of 2010.  19 

  The areas where standard content issue has 20 

not been provided and not presented to the committee 21 

is Chapter 6, section 3.7 and 3.8 Cyber Security, 22 

fitness for duty, large area of fires due to fires, 23 

and explosion and security. 24 

  We are going to present Chapter 6, section 25 
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3.7 and 3.8 as a part of Chapter 3 today.  Chapter 6 1 

will be coming after Chapter 1. 2 

  Cyber security and fitness for duty will 3 

be presented tomorrow.  We also have large area due to 4 

fire or explosion will be the last on the agenda item 5 

today.  And security which is also based as charter so 6 

that particular one, we are 90 percent there. 7 

  The advanced SE, that open item was issued 8 

on chapter-by-chapter basis and those have been 9 

completed.  All the open items on standard content 10 

were resolved prior to chapter issuance. 11 

  Plant-specific issues also have been 12 

resolved and what you see in the SER right now, some 13 

conform with the items now. 14 

  I just wanted to point out that we had 15 

three meetings in the past in June, July and 16 

September, at which time we actually presented nine 17 

chapters, those are 2, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, and 18 

18.  And out of that, I think we had one action item 19 

on Chapter 18 that we will be presenting the 20 

resolution of that item tomorrow as a part of Chapter 21 

13.  So that is one of the items we will talk about 22 

tomorrow. 23 

  Any question on this overview?  Okay. 24 

  I just wanted to go over the quick 25 
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overview of the overall COL application.  The COL 1 

Application consists of 11 parts and the staff's 2 

review for each of the COLAs shown on the right-hand 3 

side of the column.  It provides the specific section 4 

 that we are looking at in each of the parts. 5 

  Most of the violations you will find in 6 

the appropriate SER chapters, basically.  This pretty 7 

good slide provides an overview of the Chapter 1 and 8 

basically it provides each of the section whether they 9 

have incorporated by reference or with the standard 10 

content, as well as the site-specific information.  11 

  And this is just kind of a laundry list 12 

about what we actually reviewed.  And wherever you see 13 

a complete IBR, we did not provide any specific review 14 

on that one.  If the standard content was there and, 15 

as I said, we already had completed SER for Chapter 1 16 

on the Bellefonte docket, so the major crux of the 17 

review was to open items, any additional site-specific 18 

issues that were brought up by Vogtle.  So that really 19 

is the scope, the overall review of Chapter 1. 20 

  Now I just wanted to touch upon certain 21 

technical topics that we thought would be of interest 22 

to the ACRS members. 23 

  The first items talks about the departure 24 

exemptions.  And those are actually included in Part 7 25 
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of the Application.  And each of the bullets has a 1 

section number and that signifies that that particular 2 

topic has been addressed and evaluated by the staff.  3 

So the actual numbering is in Section 1.3 PWS, which 4 

is portable water system that does not require 5 

filtration as described in SER 9.2-1. 6 

  And there is this one specific location 7 

where we talk about the relocation of the TSC, as well 8 

as moving the OSC.  That will be discussed tomorrow in 9 

 Section 13.3 as a part of that presentation. 10 

  Class 1E what is regulating transformer 11 

current limiting feature, that departure is described 12 

in Section 8.3.2 and we will be describing that 13 

tomorrow as a part of Chapter 8. 14 

  The exemption regarding the application 15 

organization and numbering system, that is really 16 

related to the DCD section and there is a deviation 17 

from there and to match the consistency between the 18 

Reg Guide 1.206 or this is really what I call an 19 

administrative exemption. 20 

  And the second exemption is related to the 21 

Part 70.22(b), 70.32(c), and 10 C.F.R. 74.31 I will be 22 

discussing in more detail later. 23 

  As stated before, Vogtle ESP was issued on 24 

August 2009.  It contained a few ESP COL action item. 25 
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 And those are addressed by the Applicant as a part of 1 

a different chapters.  And those are listed down here. 2 

 And if you look at it again, on the right-hand side I 3 

put down the section numbers.  Those are section that 4 

we have specifically addressed those COL action items. 5 

  As you remembered that we have actually 6 

presented Chapter 2 back in the July time frame.  So 7 

those items were already addressed to the ACRS. 8 

  The last item related to access control, 9 

which is a part of 13.6, which we won't be able to 10 

present it because of security-related nature. 11 

  The next topic is about the different 12 

variances that Applicant took from the ESP.  And 13 

again, these are the variances that I have identified 14 

were evaluated by the staff at different sections.  15 

And something that we will be discussing is Section 16 

3.8.5 and we discuss it as a part of the Chapter 3 17 

variance and Chapter 15 will be part of Chapter 15. 18 

  And related Chapter 2, those have already 19 

been described and addressed to the ACRS back in July 20 

time frame. 21 

  And regarding the variance from Chapter 13 22 

will be described and addressed tomorrow morning. 23 

  There are a couple of things that we had 24 

to review as a part of Chapter 1.  The two things is 25 
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financial and technical qualification review. 1 

  The technical qualification review was 2 

completed in accordance with 10 C.F.R. 52.97(a)(1)(iv) 3 

and that is addressed in Section 1.4.4.  The financial 4 

evaluation is also completed and is included in 1.4-1. 5 

  This topic related to special nuclear 6 

Material Control and Accounting Program, that is not 7 

really plant-specific topic but it is a topic that 8 

came as a part of a review when Applicant asked for a 9 

Part 30, 40, 70 license. 10 

  This particular program the Applicant 11 

stated will be dealt with control and accounting of 12 

SNM in accordance with the requirements of 10 C.F.R. 13 

Part 74 Part A and B and will be consistent with the 14 

ANSI standard, which is 15.8-2009. 15 

  They also indicated that they leave the 16 

reporting and recording requirements of 10 C.F.R. 17 

74.11, 74.13, and 74.15, and 74.19.  They also 18 

indicated that the Physical Security Plan will be 19 

prior to receipt of the fuel onsite, in accordance 20 

with the 73.55.  And the program will be implemented 21 

prior to receipt of the SNM to the plant site. 22 

  Based on that, the staff finds the program 23 

acceptable.  Any questions? 24 

  MEMBER SHACK:  They mentioned something 25 
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about they asked for some exceptions that people 1 

normally get for that program.   2 

  MR. JOSHI:  That is the one exemption that 3 

we have on next slide. 4 

  The next topic talks about the exemption. 5 

 The provisions of 10 C.F.R. 70.22(b) requires the 6 

application such as uranium facilities and like the 7 

bigger plants and things, that is why I say full-blown 8 

program related to MC&A for SNM under 10 C.F.R. 74.31, 9 

74.33, 74.41, and 74.51.   10 

  However, 70.22(b), 70.32(c), 74.31 and 11 

74.41, and 74.51 includes an exception for nuclear 12 

reactors which are licensed under Part 50.  However, 13 

that particular rule does not recognize Part 52 14 

reactor licenses.  So there is kind of a missing link 15 

there. 16 

  Therefore, in order for them to exempt 17 

from full-blown program, applicant actually requests 18 

an exemption to go through this. 19 

  The Applicant stated the purpose of 20 

exemption request is to seek a similar exception for 21 

the COL under the Part 52, so that the same regulation 22 

will be applied to SNM MCA Program as a nuclear 23 

reactor's license under 10 C.F.R. 50. 24 

  So they are trying to make sure that 25 
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whatever program they are going to conduct or if they 1 

are going to have a program will be similar to the 2 

Part 50 licensing also.  Otherwise they have to do a 3 

full-blown program. 4 

  And it is my understanding that the staff 5 

is actually looking into this one right now and 6 

probably will have rulemaking changes to reflect that 7 

for Part 52, you should have a similar exception also. 8 

 But right now, there is no exception so we need to go 9 

through existing process. 10 

  The exemption that they provided, the 11 

staff reviewed it, the subject exemption which allowed 12 

the Applicant to have a similar exception for the fuel 13 

under Part 52 and subject to mean that this is the 14 

first exemption will not present any risk to the 15 

public health and safety and otherwise endanger the 16 

public interest. 17 

  In addition, this exemption is consistent 18 

with the Atomic Energy Act as well as any other 19 

statute.  Therefore, it is authorized by law.  20 

Therefore, to grant this exemption will not adversely 21 

affect the common defense and security. 22 

  Further application regulation in this 23 

particular circumstance it is not necessary to achieve 24 

the underlying rule.  Therefore, in our SER, we have 25 
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accepted the exemption.  Of course the exemption will 1 

be provided as a part of the COL when we issue the 2 

COL.  But ACL stated that we accepted their 3 

justification. 4 

  DR. WALLIS:  The Atomic Energy Act is a 5 

statue because it is cast in stone or something?  Is 6 

that it? 7 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Statute. 8 

  MR. JOSHI:  Statute.  Sorry.   9 

  Any questions on the exemption? 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Now our legal consultant 11 

wasn't able to be here today.  So we can pass on that. 12 

  MR. JOSHI:  Okay.  I am going to describe 13 

-- 14 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Does that exemption carry 15 

through as part of the standard COLA or will everybody 16 

have to have one? 17 

  MR. JOSHI:  Actually for summer they 18 

actually endorsed that particular topic.  So, our SER 19 

for summer actually also has accepted the summer 20 

proposal to have a similar exemption. 21 

  And actually, this applicable for all the 22 

S-COLAs until such a time as the rule has been 23 

revised.  Okay?  But until that time, we have to carry 24 

the exemption.  So depending upon the timing of the 25 
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issuance of COL. 1 

  There were six open items and I think 2 

Applicant actually provided details for that.  I want 3 

to go to the next slide and show exactly how each open 4 

item was resolved by the staff. 5 

  The first item deals with the to update 6 

application based outcome of the AP1000 Design 7 

Certification Amendment.  Right now, it is still 8 

ongoing.  The rulemaking is not complete.  So we 9 

wanted to have some kind of a commitment from the 10 

Applicant that did incorporate by reference the 11 

certified design when the certified design becomes in 12 

effect. 13 

  And they actually committed that and that 14 

item has become a SECY item for us right now. 15 

  The next item was through all the FSAR and 16 

through all of their application, they have actually 17 

provided several commitments.  And the question came 18 

to us about whether those commitments should be 19 

elevated to a licensed condition or ITAAC or actual 20 

commitment.  And the ISG-15 that is guidance about how 21 

to complete the FSAR commitment. 22 

  Based on that guidance, what we have done 23 

that we actually looked at the a list of the 24 

commitments they provided and then we determined 25 
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whether further commitments should be related to the 1 

condition of ITAAC or to the commitment.  And in some 2 

cases we actually accepted the commitment, Applicant's 3 

commitment and those are listed in SER of the section. 4 

  So we accepted that one.  That was a staff 5 

action not the action from the Applicant.  So that 6 

item is resolved now. 7 

  The Reg Guide actually the Applicant in 8 

Section 1.9 provides the conformance with the 9 

different Reg Guides, as well as they provide a 10 

reference to the different FSAR where the Reg Guide 11 

has been discussed or provide this information. 12 

  What we did, we actually looked at every 13 

Reg Guide and whenever the Applicant has taken 14 

exception, we tried to review that exception and then 15 

make a determination whether the exception was 16 

acceptable.  And that particular discussion is 17 

actually included in the appropriate SER.  And also as 18 

Applicant stated that this submittal was not 19 

sufficient in that, they will not have any 20 

inconsistency between the Section 1.9 table as well as 21 

the actual Appendix 1-A(a). 22 

  Later on, they provided a submittal that 23 

actually cleared all the inconsistency and conformed 24 

proper references.  So therefore, based on that, 25 
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Applicant provided enough information that allowed us 1 

to close the item. 2 

  The next open item deals with the 3 

Applicant's assessment of potential hazards due to 4 

construction and one unit operating on the site. 5 

  Again, the information that was provided 6 

in Applicant's Section 1.10 was not sufficient for the 7 

staff to complete our review.  Also, we didn't have a 8 

specific guidance internally.  Therefore, staff put 9 

together ISG, Interim Staff Guidance, draft guidance 10 

that provided the staff enough information to ask some 11 

additional questions to the Applicant.  Applicant 12 

actually provided some additional information related 13 

to the controlling and communication between the 14 

construction organization with the operating 15 

organization. 16 

  And based on that, the staff concluded 17 

that the item is resolved. 18 

  The next items is related to a positive 19 

commitment when the management programs to be in place 20 

to address hazards of construction on operating units. 21 

 Originally in the FSAR, they did not have a positive 22 

statement to state that they will the programs will be 23 

minimal days of operating on site.  There was the FSAR 24 

and that particular one now closes the item. 25 
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  The last open item that was related to 1 

their request for 30, 40, and 70 license.  When we 2 

actually put together SER with open items on the 3 

Bellefonte docket, staff has not completed the review 4 

of their request because sufficient information was 5 

not available at that time. 6 

  During the process of review of Vogtle 7 

application we actually asked several questions.  And 8 

they provided information related to the radiation 9 

protection program, fire protection program, security 10 

program, non-licensed staff program, emergency plan, 11 

material control program that is related to the 30, 12 

40, as well as Part 70. 13 

  They also provided specific references to 14 

the FSAR, where the particular information is located 15 

and based on that, staff concluded that Applicant has 16 

made the applicable requirements of 30, 40, and 70.  17 

Therefore, this item is resolved. 18 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Could you go back one? 19 

  MR. JOSHI:  Sure. 20 

  MEMBER BROWN:  One slide. 21 

  MR. JOSHI:  Okay. 22 

  MEMBER BROWN:  The last one on the 23 

management programs.  You said they didn't have 24 

something for hazards of construction on operating 25 
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units but they didn't have a positive statement.  So 1 

they put a positive statement in.  Who validates that 2 

they are going to have a plan?  Who validates that 3 

once they do that?  Is that staff, headquarters?  Is 4 

that the region? 5 

  MR. JOSHI:  My understanding is that the 6 

region working with the DCIP will be handling that 7 

inspection activities. 8 

  MEMBER BROWN:  DCIP?  Help me. 9 

  MR. JOSHI:  This is the Construction 10 

Inspection Program. 11 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay. 12 

  MR. JOSHI:  Sorry about that. 13 

  MEMBER BROWN:  So there is some 14 

headquarters input or at least oversight in terms of 15 

what that plan or program looks like. 16 

  MR. JOSHI:  That is correct. 17 

  Eileen, you wanted to make a point? 18 

  MS. McKENNA:  Yes.  I think there are two 19 

things.  One is I think the staff looked at some of 20 

the elements of the program that were provided by the 21 

Applicant.  And then there is the implementation when 22 

they reach that point and that would be in the 23 

inspection arena that the Region, if they are onsite 24 

and local, would be able to observe how that is 25 
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carried out. 1 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  I was just wondering 2 

who had oversight of that in the big picture.  Thank 3 

you. 4 

  DR. WALLIS:  I have a question for you.  5 

The most interesting part of Chapter 1 to me was the 6 

Appendix, which you haven't said anything about. 7 

  MR. JOSHI:  Oh, the Appendix A, which is 8 

actually not appendix to Chapter 1, is Appendix A to 9 

the entire SER. 10 

  DR. WALLIS:  Well, it says, it came to me 11 

as Appendix A to Chapter 1.  These are the license 12 

conditions. 13 

  MR. JOSHI:  Yes.  What we did, when we 14 

complete the entire NUREG document, the NUREG document 15 

will have several appendices.  And one of the appendix 16 

will be Appendix A, which is a compilation of all the 17 

license conditions that have been proposed by the 18 

staff toward all the SER chapters.  Also it also has 19 

all the ITAACs, as well as the FSAR commitment. 20 

  So this is the compilation of all of the  21 

-- 22 

  DR. WALLIS:  So I read what came to me as 23 

on a DCD as Appendix A to Chapter 1.  Is that specific 24 

to Chapter 1? 25 
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  MR. JOSHI:  No, this is really Appendix A 1 

to the NUREG document.  And we tried to put that only 2 

up so that we have -- 3 

  DR. WALLIS:  Well it is a bit like 4 

Charlie's question.  I know it is in there.  There are 5 

 many things, many things which are conditions which 6 

are technical, such as the licensee will complete a 7 

rupture hazards analysis.  And the licensee will 8 

evaluate instrumentation on certainties and their 9 

effect on DMBR.  These sound like significant 10 

technical issues. 11 

  MR. JOSHI:  Correct. 12 

  DR. WALLIS:  I just want to be sure that  13 

there is enough headquarters' interest in those that 14 

they are evaluated well enough. 15 

  MR. JOSHI:  Correct.  The one that is 16 

information about two license conditions that tomorrow 17 

on Chapter 15 we will describe more detail about. 18 

  DR. WALLIS:  Those particular ones? 19 

  MR. JOSHI:  Particular ones.  Also, when 20 

you talk about hazard rupture analyses, that will 21 

topic of our Chapter 3 today afternoon. 22 

  DR. WALLIS:  Chapter 3.  And so you will 23 

discuss those when you discuss individual chapters. 24 

  MR. JOSHI:  So what we did was to extract 25 
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the actual license conditions from into the SERs and 1 

compile into one appendix.  That is easier for us so 2 

that whenever we put together our SECY paper for COL, 3 

it is easier for us to just lift that one and provide 4 

that as a -- 5 

  DR. WALLIS:  Yes.  My concern is that 6 

these matters get enough attention.  It is  not just 7 

some inspector onsite who says oh, they have done 8 

their hazard analysis. 9 

  MR. JOSHI:  No. 10 

  DR. WALLIS:  Because it has got to be 11 

reviewed by headquarters. 12 

  MR. JOSHI:  That's correct. 13 

  DR. WALLIS:  Okay, thank you. 14 

  MR. JOSHI:  Any other questions?  Thank 15 

you. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Thank you.  Now we are to 17 

Item 4 on the agenda which shows partially closed. 18 

  MR. JOSHI:  I think -- 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Applicant Section, I don't 20 

know whether I looked to them to tell me what part is 21 

closed and what -- 22 

  MR. JOSHI:  Maybe Amy can answer that 23 

question. 24 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Yes.  While I am making my 25 
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way up there, Amy Aughtman from Southern, what we 1 

would like to do there is the first portion of this 2 

will be open.  And immediately following Chapter 6, 3 

that is when we plan to address the coating action 4 

item.  And the first portion of that discussion is 5 

open. 6 

  But then the second portion contains 7 

security-related information, visual aids.  And so at 8 

that point in time, we would then need to make sure 9 

that the members, I guess the room has appropriate 10 

attendees. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well we will have to close 12 

the open telephone line also. 13 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  The discussion should not 14 

get into security-related or proprietary information.  15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It doesn't matter. 16 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So we can give you that 17 

option as to whether to have -- 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well I have never had a 19 

closed meeting with an open telephone line.  So I am 20 

not sure how that is supposed to work. 21 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay.  So we do have 22 

another phone number that we can give Weidong for the 23 

closed portion. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, I think we have to do 25 
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that. 1 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay. 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I can't make up rules on 3 

the fly here. 4 

  All right, well we will look to you to 5 

tell us then when we need to go through that exercise. 6 

 As I understand it, Amy, they are going to start open 7 

and then they will tell us to stop and close the 8 

meeting.  We will have to terminate the existing phone 9 

line, open another one that she will tell us about. 10 

  Okay, we are ready when you are. 11 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay.  So again we are 12 

going to start with the overall presentation for 13 

Chapter 6 and then immediately following that is when 14 

we will get into the coatings discussion.  We will 15 

need to do some shifting and adjusting for our support 16 

team during that time. 17 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Let me ask a question 18 

though before we get started.  Member Banerjee last 19 

advised me he is going to show up here today and has a 20 

strong interest in that area that you are referring 21 

to.  I am not sure exactly when he will arrive.  But 22 

the folks that you have here to support that 23 

discussion, they want to do it and go home, I would 24 

guess.  But are they available this afternoon at all? 25 
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  MS. AUGHTMAN:  There is one individual 1 

that I am aware of that is not available this 2 

afternoon. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Well we will just 4 

have to go ahead because we can't change thing around 5 

indefinitely.  But I just wanted to ask the question 6 

because if it didn't make any difference, we might 7 

best wait until he arrives to have that discussion.  8 

But we will go ahead, if it is going to affect 9 

attendance. 10 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay.  If we get to that 11 

point and need to check and adjust, we can look at 12 

other options. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well we made another choice 14 

and so I suspect we have enough time as we may repeat 15 

a little bit that he might be particularly interested 16 

in.  He just couldn't be here this morning. 17 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay. 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Thank you. 19 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So Chapter 6 have myself 20 

and Eddie Grant and Jason Redd here.  And on the phone 21 

should be Tim Schmidt from SCANA. 22 

  With us in the wings, I guess as we call 23 

it, is some of our Bechtel support team; Bob Prunty, 24 

Dan Patton, and Mary Richmond.  And also on the phone 25 
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should be Nick Salkeld from Westinghouse. 1 

  So these are the -- This is the outline of 2 

Chapter 6.  And because we had not presented this 3 

chapter to you previously, we are planning to give a 4 

comprehensive overview of the contents.  So this is a 5 

quick overview of the information that we have for 6 

this chapter.  There is no departures in this chapter. 7 

  Much of the chapter is an incorporation by 8 

reference of the DCD and we are to provide COL 9 

information items specified from the DCD. 10 

  The supplemental information that is 11 

provided relates to dual unit control room hazard 12 

evaluations, some information on hazardous chemicals 13 

and Section XI inspection accessibility. 14 

  And we also have -- those are the 15 

standards pieces of information that are provided and 16 

then we have a site specific supplemental information 17 

on site specific control room hazard evaluations. 18 

  So, we are going to start by walking 19 

through the standard COL information items.  6.1-1 is 20 

on where we have to address the review of vendor 21 

fabrication and welding procedures and quality 22 

assurance methods to assure ourselves that those 23 

procedures meet the guidance of Reg Guides 1.31 and 24 

1.44. 25 
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  6.1-2 is on the coating program.  That is 1 

where we address procurement, application, inspection, 2 

and monitoring of the Service Level I, II, and III 3 

coatings.  There was one open item related to this 4 

that we will address this a little bit later in the 5 

presentation.  And as also mentioned previously, we 6 

have a whole other separation presentation with much 7 

more detail to address previous ACRS questions. 8 

  Item 6.2-1 is on the containment leak rate 9 

testing program.  We are basically just indicating 10 

there that we are going to use Option B per the NEI 11 

94-01 guidance and Reg Guide 1.163. 12 

  Okay and then the next topic is 13 

containment cleanliness program.  That is where we 14 

address the limits on the debris that were allowed 15 

that you have heard a lot about in the DCD 16 

presentations lately.  And we describe or give a 17 

little bit of an overview of the elements of that 18 

program that we will have in place. 19 

  And the purpose of the program is to limit 20 

outage debris left in containment, limit the storage 21 

of added materials in containment.  And it also 22 

includes containment entry and exit requirements, such 23 

as an accounting of the material that is coming in and 24 

going out, material controls, housekeeping.  And we 25 
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have a commitment that we will implement sampling in 1 

accordance with the guidance of NEI 04-07, which also 2 

addresses Generic Letter 2004-02. 3 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Amy, will that be a 4 

decidedly different program than you have in effect at 5 

operating plants or is it the same thing? 6 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  It will be a little more, I 7 

think than what we currently have to do at our 8 

operating units.  But there are operating plants 9 

outside of our fleet that have these similar type of 10 

stringent controls in place. 11 

  DR. WALLIS:  Amy, your limit to how much 12 

debris gets in there, do you actually proactively 13 

clean the containment? 14 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Let me -- is the phone line 15 

open so that the people that are on the line can 16 

speak?  I just wanted to confirm that. 17 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It was.  Would someone on 18 

the phone line please respond to Amy? 19 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Yes, I guess Tim Schmidt, I 20 

am looking to make sure you are able to say anything. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, let's check and see. 22 

 Sometimes the phone line is put in a listen only 23 

mode. 24 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Right. 25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So let's check that and see 1 

if -- 2 

  MR. REDD:  Member Wallis, yes, there is 3 

proactive cleaning of the containment through our 4 

normal good work processes.  Throughout the outage, we 5 

will clean as we go.  And then prior to the end of the 6 

outage, there is numerous walkdowns performed by plant 7 

staff, as well as plant management, to ensure that 8 

cleanliness is maintained. 9 

  DR. WALLIS:  And you have access to the 10 

areas where debris might accumulate?  So difficult to 11 

get to areas, you have access to those okay. 12 

  MR. REDD:  The AP1000 is very accessible. 13 

 In most of the areas where you would expect are areas 14 

that receive traffic and would, therefore, be 15 

accessible. 16 

  DR. WALLIS:  That's good. 17 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It sounds like the phone 18 

line is open.  Would someone speak, please? 19 

  MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes, hi.  Tim Schmidt and 20 

Gary Moffatt from SCANA are here. 21 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay, great. 22 

  MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes, I would concur with 23 

what Jason just said.  You know, the expectation is 24 

there has got to be some period cleaning.  Of course, 25 



 

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

 47 

sampling is developing into a pretty rigorous program 1 

right now. 2 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Thank you. 3 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Can I continue that?  I am 4 

just looking at part of the FSAR, Section 6.3, where 5 

you all discuss this and this departure. 6 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  No departure. 7 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I'm sorry.  Standard COL -- 8 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay, yes. 9 

  MEMBER BROWN:  -- 6.3-1.  Sorry for the 10 

misstatement.  But after listening to all the long-11 

term cooling discussions in great detail that was 12 

given in terms of the concerns for debris, 13 

particularly fibrous debris, the program looked 14 

relatively benign.  Kind of vanilla, like any type of 15 

program.  Like we are going to watch people who don't 16 

have keys and watches and pens that could fall out of 17 

their pockets. 18 

  There was virtually no mention that I 19 

could find of what I would call fiber, other than one 20 

line which said types of materials, like tapes, labels 21 

or cloth products which was a little bit of a 22 

statement.  There was a housekeeping statement 23 

relative to the overall containment cleaning.  I guess 24 

that is the one that you say you go in and clean it 25 
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every now and then or check to see if it is clean.  I 1 

guess that is housekeeping. 2 

  MR. REDD:  We proactively clean.  As part 3 

of housekeeping, we would proactively clean during the 4 

outage and at the conclusion of the outage. 5 

  MEMBER BROWN:  And if you go look in the 6 

DCD, it refers, the DCD section that was revised also 7 

has a reference to a particular topical report about 8 

Westinghouse.  And if you go to page 58 of that 9 

report, it finally tells you what the limits are. 10 

  So I was trying to figure out how in the 11 

world we connect limits into your COL item in your 12 

procedures, when everything is kind of buried.  On top 13 

of that, the topical report that has no revision level 14 

in the DCD, it is just listed as a topical report.  15 

The copy of the revision level I have happens to be 16 

Revision 8.  And I don't know the requirements if 17 

there is no revision level. 18 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  The DCD does specify the 19 

limits.  I don't have that section -- 20 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Well the DCD -- Well, I 21 

don't know.  I looked at the DCD section and all they 22 

did was refer to a Section 6.3.8.2, which tells you to 23 

go to AP, GW, GLR-079, which is the water, I don't 24 

know, water verification or some -- I can go look it 25 
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up if you want me to. 1 

  MEMBER SHACK:  I found it in the DCD.  I 2 

can't retrieve it instantly at this moment but it is 3 

there somewhere. 4 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Right. 5 

  MEMBER BROWN:  What the actual number? 6 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Yes. 7 

  MEMBER SHACK:  It is 6.6 pounds, yes. 8 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I found it via reference to 9 

the AP, to the topical report, not in the actual DCD 10 

itself.  So, it just -- 11 

  MR. GRANT:  Eddie Grant with NuStart.  It 12 

is in the DCD.  The section number is 6.3.2.2.7.1 -- 13 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Say that again.  I'm too 14 

slow. 15 

  MR. GRANT:  6.3.2.2.7.1.  That is general 16 

screen design criteria. 17 

  MEMBER BROWN:  7.1.  I have got six 18 

numbers.  Is that right? 19 

  MR. GRANT:  That is correct. 20 

  MEMBER BROWN:  6.3.2.2.7.1. 21 

  MR. GRANT:  6.3.2.2.7.1.  And there are 22 

several design criteria there.  Criteria in 12 has a 23 

bullet that identifies the limits as 130 pounds and 24 

6.6 pounds of fiber. 25 
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  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  I guess is these -- 1 

 You found it?  Okay.  All right, good.  Okay, that 2 

answers that question. 3 

  So the Rev level of the topical report 4 

doesn't matter in this case if it is listed in the 5 

DCD.  That is the way I would read this.  Right?  that 6 

becomes the operating standard. 7 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  That is the governing -- 8 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay. 9 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  -- standard.  The document. 10 

  MEMBER BROWN:  The sampling program you 11 

talked about, how does that operate?  I mean the way I 12 

read this is you have to every now and then sample 13 

that your plans are actually resulting in the end 14 

result meeting your requirements.  Is that what the 15 

sampling program does? 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Were you here Charlie when 17 

they presented the program with sticky tape and -- 18 

  MEMBER BROWN:  No.  That's why I'm asking 19 

the question. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, I just wondered if 21 

you were.  I was going to try and refer you back to 22 

that. 23 

  MEMBER BROWN:  No, I couldn't go back to 24 

it because I don't even have the materials. 25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well there was a 1 

presentation on how the sampling was performed. 2 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  I guess let me ask 3 

my basic question then.  It says the results of your 4 

sampling program were evaluated post-startup or after 5 

the startup, as opposed to and then you kind of do it. 6 

 So if you find a problem, you find the problem after 7 

the startup as opposed to before the startup. 8 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  And then we would -- 9 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Is that standard? 10 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  We would -- 11 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Is that standard? 12 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Well is it standard?  I'm 13 

not sure I could answer that question.  I don't know 14 

if perhaps Tim could. 15 

  MR. MOFFATT:  It is not unusual to 16 

implement surveillance testing that collects data and 17 

 analyze it, gives an initial green light and then 18 

finalizes results actually after startup.  I think the 19 

intent of the words was to give a little bit of 20 

flexibility.  It could be very easily conceived that 21 

you do your final closeout, do all the sampling, do 22 

the sampling results, confirm that you are within 23 

limits, then proceed with startup only to find that 24 

you had to do another containment entry.  And under 25 
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those conditions, you would have to implement FME 1 

controls, go in do whatever you had to do in 2 

containment, or sampling, and do the final results 3 

after you came out of containment and proceed with 4 

startup. 5 

  MEMBER BROWN:  What's an FME control? 6 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Foreign material exclusion. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Foreign material exclusion. 8 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  All right. 9 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  And for the record, that 10 

was Gary Moffatt that responded. 11 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  If you have to go 12 

back in, you can do that at power or do you have to 13 

shut down to do that?  It depends on where or -- 14 

  MR. MOFFATT:  It all depends.  See, you 15 

may very well be up in modes 4 and 3 and upwards of 16 

even 2 and 1. 17 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  All right so you 18 

would, if you would have to shut down, you would have 19 

to if you found a problem. 20 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  If we had to. 21 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay. 22 

  MR. REDD:  Mr. Brown, much of the 23 

containment where work is conducted and where you 24 

would expect to find debris is accessible, even at 25 
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power, during startup, and during power ups. 1 

 MEMBER BROWN:  I gathered that from the other 2 

discussions.  I just didn't know how far reaching it 3 

was.  That's all.  Thank you. 4 

  DR. WALLIS:  Now you have air filters in 5 

the containment? 6 

  MR. MOFFATT:  Air filters are in 7 

containment only during the outage.  Filters are 8 

removed prior to actual startup and mode escalation. 9 

  DR. WALLIS:  Okay.  Because I was going to 10 

ask if the debris and the filters is counted in your -11 

- 12 

  MR. MOFFATT:  Removed with any debris. 13 

  DR. WALLIS:  So removed.  So the debris is 14 

removed from the filters.  Okay, thank you. 15 

  MR. GRANT:  One additional piece of 16 

information I might point out, Eddie Grant with 17 

NuStart, you were looking for fiber to be discussed 18 

specifically.  And while it doesn't do that, under the 19 

containment exit and entry controls, it does talk 20 

about controls to account for the quantities and types 21 

of materials.  Certainly fibrous materials would be 22 

one of those things that we would be watching for. 23 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I was only bringing it up 24 

because the discussion was relative to the relatively 25 



 

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

 54 

low level of fiber materials would have to be 1 

controlled, relative to what the discussions were for 2 

some of the other operating plants which have more 3 

inherent latent fiber in them.  And this was more 4 

fiber that you could carry in and out, as opposed to 5 

stuff that is just hanging around on the walls and the 6 

overheads and every place else. 7 

  So that is a pretty low number, 6.6 8 

pounds.  You know, I can gather that in my laundry 9 

basket and stick it on the scale.  It is not a whole 10 

lot.  Kind of a difficult task.  So that's all.  And 11 

to have no emphasis on that is a little bit, is kind 12 

of interesting.  That's all. 13 

  MR. GRANT:  It would be part of the 14 

controls.  Although it doesn't emphasize it in the 15 

listing here. 16 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay. 17 

  MR. GRANT:  Clearly it is a concern. 18 

  MEMBER BROWN:  You can go on. 19 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay and then just a 20 

reminder for those on the phone to place your line on 21 

mute when you are not speaking.  Thanks. 22 

  Okay.  So we will move on then to 23 

information item 6.4-1.  We have both standard and 24 

site-specific elements of that topic.  So that is 25 
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where we have to indicate the amount and location of 1 

sources of hazardous chemicals in or near the plant, 2 

as required by Reg Guide 1.78 to address control room 3 

protection for hazardous chemicals and evaluation of 4 

offsite hazardous chemical releases.  5 

  We had two specific chemicals that 6 

required further evaluation beyond just a screening to 7 

confirm that we were acceptable and those chemicals 8 

were methoxypropylamine and sodium bisulfite.  But 9 

those evaluations indicated that we were still within 10 

acceptable limits. 11 

  The next topic is on procedures in 12 

training for control room habitability.  So that is, 13 

we just basically made a commitment to indicate that 14 

training will be provided for control room personnel 15 

in procedures provided consistent with the guidance, 16 

Regulatory Guide 1.196.  That also addresses generic 17 

issue 83.  18 

  DR. WALLIS:  Does that cover a LOLA? 19 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  I am not aware that it does 20 

but -- 21 

  DR. WALLIS:  It's closed.  It's closed.  22 

Okay, we will get to it.  We will get to it. 23 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay, yes. 24 

  Okay, these are the last two information 25 
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items. 6.6-1 is on the constant inspection programs 1 

that we will have in place for ASME Code Section III, 2 

Class 2, 3 and MC components.  It is also where 3 

describe our pre-service and in-service inspection 4 

program and the use of approved ASME Section XI code 5 

cases. 6 

  And finally, in 6.6-2, this information 7 

item required that we address the controls to preserve 8 

accessibility and inspectability for ASME Code Section 9 

III, Class 2, 3 and MC components of piping during 10 

construction, and post-design certification 11 

activities. 12 

  And we indicate that the same change 13 

control process that is in effect now is what will be 14 

used to govern those activities, to preserve 15 

accessibility and inspection capabilities. 16 

  DR. WALLIS:  What's an anomaly?  Is it 17 

when somebody puts something together wrongly or when 18 

the drawings were impossible to follow or something?  19 

What is an anomaly of instruction? 20 

  MR. GRANT:  Eddie Grant with NuStart.  21 

That could be any number of things.  Fit-up 22 

connections or we are doing this with modules, so -- 23 

  DR. WALLIS:  Something arrives and it 24 

won't fit and things like that? 25 
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  MR. GRANT:  Things that don't fit, won't 1 

fit, aren't exactly where we thought they were going 2 

to be or -- 3 

  DR. WALLIS:  All kinds of things. 4 

  MR. GRANT:  -- there is some sort of 5 

interference. 6 

  DR. WALLIS:  All kinds of things. 7 

  MR. GRANT:  Yes.  Things that come up with 8 

construction.  With the level of detail that has been 9 

done though on the AP1000, I would hope that there are 10 

fewer of those than you might find during -- 11 

  DR. WALLIS:  Oh so this committee has 12 

caught all of them.  Right? 13 

  MR. GRANT:  Well, I would hope. 14 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So if there's no other 15 

questions on that, then we will move on to the open 16 

items.  And we will just skip, move right on to those. 17 

  The first one has to do with the control 18 

of the coatings and early on in the application review 19 

phase, there was some additional information that the 20 

staff was seeking regarding that program for the 21 

design and construction phase.  And we responded to an 22 

RAI and included that additional information in the 23 

FSAR.  And that was related to Service Level I and III 24 

coatings. 25 
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  We describe the selection procurement and 1 

application of safety-related coatings being performed 2 

to quality standards as provided in the DCD. 3 

  The next one is on design features that 4 

are credited in our control room habitability 5 

analyses.  We did include some assumptions associated 6 

with design features for the control room, such as the 7 

intake height.  And so the staff felt that was 8 

important to capture within the FSAR.  So we added 9 

some notes to the table that we have in 6.4-201 to 10 

reflect which design features were credited. 11 

  And the last open item relates back to the 12 

information we discussed on the COL item for training 13 

and procedures for control room personnel to reflect a 14 

little more information from the guidance contained in 15 

Reg Guide 1.196.  So we indicate in the FSAR that 16 

procedures, testing, and training related to control 17 

room habitability would be consistent with both Reg 18 

Guides 1.78 and 1.196. 19 

  And I think that is all we had planned for 20 

this portion of Chapter 6. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any questions? 22 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay.  So, with that then, 23 

we will get ready to move to the containment coatings 24 

presentation.  So I think we need to shift some 25 
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resources over on the side. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay we are not yet going 2 

to be closed, though.  Right? 3 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Right.  This portion is 4 

still open. 5 

  (Pause.) 6 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So sorry.  I'm just making 7 

sure Tim Andreychek is accessible to us. 8 

  But so while people are still maybe 9 

getting settled in a little bit, again, this 10 

presentation was prepared to respond to Action Item 11 

number 60 that was on the ACRS section on tracking 12 

list and we have hopefully prepared enough information 13 

to address all those questions that were open today. 14 

  In order to do that, we pulled together 15 

quite a team to help with that.  And so Jason Redd is 16 

going to be taking the lead and presenting the 17 

materials.  And we also have Chuck Brockhoff from 18 

Westinghouse with us, Rust Burger, Rick Ofstun, Megan 19 

Genuske, and Tim Andreychek, and I may be leaving some 20 

others out but we hope that this is responsive to the 21 

questions.  And with that, we will let Jason get 22 

started. 23 

  MR. REDD:  Chairman Ray, members of the 24 

committee, it is a pleasure to address you all today. 25 
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  The first item we are going to talk about 1 

is Part 1 of ACRS Action Item 60.  And that topic is 2 

the visual inspection of the coatings of the AP1000 3 

containment. 4 

  This is a brief refresher from previous 5 

presentations to the membership.  The AP1000 6 

containment vessel is a carbon steel freestanding 7 

vessel that is coated with inorganic zinc on both the 8 

inside and outside surface.  It is the same coating 9 

material on both the inner and outer surfaces. 10 

  The inorganic zinc extends one foot below 11 

the concrete embedment depth at a given location on 12 

the vessel.  Inside the containment vessel in the 13 

lower portions of the containment up to seven feet 14 

above the operating deck, there is an epoxy topcoat on 15 

top of the inorganic zinc.  That topcoat there is 16 

there to provide decontamination, ease of 17 

decontamination, as well aesthetic reasons for 18 

brightness, lighting, etcetera.  Next slide, please. 19 

  The AP1000 coatings program for the 20 

containment vessel will include the entire containment 21 

vessel, that is all the pressure retaining structures. 22 

 That includes items such as the equipment hatch the 23 

steel shell, upper heads, lower heads, as applicable. 24 

  During plant construction, the contractor 25 
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that Vogtle has selected is responsible for the 1 

specification and the application and inspection of 2 

the coatings applied to the vessel with Southern 3 

Nuclear oversight. 4 

  During the plant operation phase, for the 5 

remainder of plant life, the licensee is responsible 6 

for the inspection of those coatings, as well as any 7 

maintenance that is done to those coatings.  Any touch 8 

up of mechanical damage will be performed in a like 9 

manner to the original plant construction. 10 

  The inspection of the coatings is governed 11 

in large part by Regulatory Guides 1.54 and ASTM D 12 

5144.  ASTM D 5144 is a motherhood document for 13 

containment coatings, for safety-related coatings for 14 

nuclear containments. 15 

  And from 5144, numerous other ASTM 16 

documents were referenced which actually implement the 17 

inspection program.  This involves the description of 18 

how to implement the program, as well as the 19 

qualification of those who will be performing the 20 

inspections. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, let me ask a question 22 

here. 23 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  You refer in the third 25 
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bullet there to all Service Level I and III 1 

containment coatings. 2 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  What is the applicability 4 

in this discussion, that is in this picture here, of 5 

Service Level III? 6 

  MR. REDD:  Service Level III coatings are 7 

those safety-related coatings on the exterior of the 8 

containment vessel. 9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right. 10 

  MR. REDD:  Those are the coatings in the 11 

air baffle region. 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So you do then consider the 13 

exterior coating to be Level III. 14 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That meets the 15 

definition of Level III coatings and the safety-16 

related coatings. 17 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well there was some lack of 18 

clarity about that some six months ago or whatever 19 

trying to get clear. 20 

  You said a few minutes ago that it was the 21 

same coating inside and outside. 22 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So it is the same coating 24 

that applied to two different standards, Level I 25 
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inside, Level III outside. 1 

  MR. REDD:  The same coating product is 2 

applied inside and outside.  The Service Level I and 3 

III designations have more to do with the 4 

qualifications that the coating product undergoes as 5 

far as DPA testing.  It has more to do with inside and 6 

outside. 7 

  The actual physical application of the 8 

coatings I expect to be essentially identical.  Again, 9 

the coating product is the same.  Both are safety-10 

related coatings.  While there may be physically a 11 

different procedure as far as a procedure number that 12 

guides both, the actual application would be the same, 13 

as far as I am concerned. 14 

  Does that answer your question? 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well maybe.  I am just 16 

thinking about it.  This was a difficult thing to try 17 

and puzzle out before and now is the time to try and 18 

understand it. 19 

  The difference between 1 and 3 20 

fundamentally has to do, I think, with the importance 21 

of it remaining in a DBA circumstance adherent and not 22 

peel off the wall -- 23 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That is correct. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  -- in the case of Level I. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  That is the primary difference 1 

in this case. 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And the issue at hand here 3 

I think is whether Service Level III is fully 4 

appropriate, given any special circumstances, by 5 

special I guess I mean unique or different 6 

circumstances, that apply on the exterior in this 7 

case.  Now part of that has to do with inspection, 8 

inspectability and you are going to talk about that. 9 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So to the extent that 11 

inspection is the means by which we ensure the 12 

integrity of the exterior coating as opposed to it 13 

being Level I, for instance if that were to make a 14 

difference in terms of its integrity, I guess on the 15 

outside we are looking to inspection.  And I am just 16 

thinking through this.  Maybe I ought to just stop 17 

there but I just want to make sure I understood the 18 

distinction, if any, as you see it. 19 

  What would happen if you said no, we are 20 

going to apply Level I requirements to the containment 21 

exterior and I am not suggesting you do that.  I am 22 

just asking the question.  What difference would it 23 

make? 24 

  MR. REDD:  To my knowledge there is 25 
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essentially no difference in the application between 1 

Service Level I and III.  Again, it is the same 2 

coatings product.  I am going to look to Mr. Tim 3 

Andreychek from Westinghouse to please comment on 4 

that. 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  That's fine. 6 

  MR. ANDREYCHEK:  Tim Andreychek, 7 

Westinghouse. 8 

  Service Level I and Service Level III 9 

coatings are applied in exactly the same manner.  They 10 

are the same surface profile.  They are subjected to 11 

the same inspection criteria for initial application 12 

curing process and so on and so forth.  There is no 13 

difference in the application process. 14 

  The same materials are used inside and 15 

outside surfaces of the containment shell.  It is the 16 

same material. 17 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Is there a difference in 18 

inspections over time after the initial application? 19 

  MR. ANDREYCHEK:  After the initial 20 

application, there should not be.  Typically, if you 21 

take a look at your maintenance rule, inspections for 22 

coatings, they are the same.  You know, Service Level 23 

I is inside the containment.  Failure of those 24 

coatings affects long-term safety functions which, in 25 
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this case, the long-term core cooling. 1 

  Failure of Service Level III coatings 2 

outside containment affect safety functions, whatever 3 

that happens to be.  In this case, it is also long-4 

term core cooling because you are rejecting heat 5 

through the containment shell. 6 

  So for practical purposes, what we have 7 

done in the identification of Service Level I and 8 

Service Level III is an historical difference based on 9 

the definitions used in the ASTM standards and by 10 

inclusion, the Regulatory Guide 1.54. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, all right but just to 12 

try and cut to the chase here maybe you want to think 13 

about this a bit and give me an answer. 14 

  I really would like to know for sure if 15 

there is any difference between Level I and Level III 16 

because as we have all said, yourself included, in 17 

this case we are talking about Level III coating 18 

application that has more, has to meet requirements 19 

that don't have to be met the coating applied to 20 

piping that runs around in the auxiliary building or 21 

many other places. 22 

  In other words, the long-term preservation 23 

of the pressure boundary is important and that is a 24 

safety-related function and it has to be satisfied.  25 



 

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

 67 

But it may not be as critical as on the containment 1 

vessel exterior.  And so I am trying to understand and 2 

now I find I am just repeating myself.  What exactly 3 

is the difference.  You have told us you don't expect 4 

that there would be any difference, that they are 5 

functionally the same.  And so I asked myself why the 6 

heck don't we just call it Level I. 7 

  And I am only speaking here of the 8 

containment exterior because its integrity and the 9 

assurance that it will provide the protection of the 10 

containment vessel that we are counting on is as 11 

important as it is. 12 

  MR. ANDREYCHEK:  The best answer I can 13 

give you is that the differentiation in definitions is 14 

based on historical definitions based on if it was 15 

inside containment and was important to safety was 16 

called Level I, Service Level I coatings.  If it was 17 

external to the containment, which these are on the 18 

outside, they are called Service Level III. 19 

  That is the historical basis for those two 20 

definitions.  And you can ponder why we don't call 21 

this or that or something else but we are basing the 22 

definitions on historical and accepted regulatory and 23 

acceptable standard guidance. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, enough. 25 
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  MR. ANDREYCHEK:  Can I make one 1 

clarification? 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, you may but let me 3 

just give you a hypothesis. 4 

  Let's suppose, and I'm not saying this 5 

will happen, but let's suppose our letter simply said 6 

in this discussion the applicant indicated that there 7 

was no difference, other than the historical one that 8 

has been referred to.  Would that give you a problem? 9 

  MR. CUMMINS:  Ed Cummins.  No, that 10 

wouldn't give us a problem. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, thank you, Ed. 12 

  Go ahead. 13 

  DR. WALLIS:  Could I ask you something?  14 

When Westinghouse presented the generic AP1000, I 15 

thought they told us that containment came as panels 16 

which were pre-coated. 17 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That is correct, 18 

sir. 19 

  DR. WALLIS:  So some of this is 20 

Westinghouse's responsibility.  And it seemed to some 21 

of the members that shipping and handling was going to 22 

damage some of these coatings.  So your job is to 23 

inspect what came and to fix anything that gets 24 

scratched or damaged in some way, as well as to do the 25 
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 new coating of the welded parts. 1 

  MR. REDD:  Amy did you work on that? 2 

  Yes, it is true that the coatings of the  3 

panels is primarily accomplished at the fabricator and 4 

the panels are shipped to the Vogtle plant site. 5 

  DR. WALLIS:  So it is not just application 6 

and inspection.  It is also fixing. 7 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  If there was touchup 8 

required for those panels, that touchup would be 9 

performed in accordance with the same standards as 10 

used for the original coating. 11 

  Does that answer your question, Mr. 12 

Wallis? 13 

  DR. WALLIS:  And you are very serious 14 

about doing that, too. 15 

  MR. REDD:  Absolutely serious. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, I think we have 17 

exhausted that third bullet.  Go ahead. 18 

  MR. REDD:  Continuing with this slide, the 19 

inspections that we performed during the course of 20 

construction and the operating life of the plant will 21 

be performed either directly or remotely.  What we 22 

mean by that is that either for example on the 23 

operating deck you will be at eye level with the 24 

containment vessel.  You can walk right up to it.  The 25 
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AP1000 vessel is extremely accessible throughout its 1 

lower regions.  We may also employ remote inspection 2 

techniques.  By remote we mean binoculars, telescopes. 3 

 Those are typical tools used by quality control 4 

inspectors. 5 

  We may also, and again this is an option, 6 

and as we reach the operating life we may explore 7 

other options as technology changes improve.  We may 8 

use such tools as robotics or scopes, other electronic 9 

remote means to do these inspections, provided that we 10 

have assurance that those remote methods can identify 11 

the indications that will be of interest in a coatings 12 

inspection. 13 

  MEMBER SHACK:  When I look at the IWE 14 

examination category, -- 15 

  MR. REDD:  Yes. 16 

  MEMBER SHACK:  It tells me I have to look 17 

at 100 percent of the accessible area.   18 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, that is correct. 19 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Now how do I define 20 

accessible in this case? 21 

  MR. REDD:  We are going to, we have a 22 

slide specifically for accessibility.  Would you like 23 

to wait until then? 24 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Yes.  Sounds good. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  Or we can discuss it --  All 1 

right. 2 

  DR. WALLIS:  Some of these coatings are 3 

under seals and things like that. 4 

  MR. REDD:  The seals are -- I will ask Mr. 5 

Rusty Burger to nod.  The seals are an elastomeric 6 

material.  Is that correct, Rusty? 7 

  MR. BURGER:  That's correct.  Rusty Burger 8 

from Westinghouse. 9 

  MR. REDD:  The seals are an elastomeric 10 

material that actually form the barrier between the 11 

concrete and the steel vessel.   12 

  DR. WALLIS:  I was just wondering if 13 

you've got corrosion in there.  You have to take the 14 

seal out to find it, presumably. 15 

  MR. REDD:  The area of the seals is a 16 

special area of emphasis both in the coatings program 17 

and in the Containment ISI Program.  That area would 18 

be examined right at the joint between the vessel and 19 

the seal would receive particular interest. 20 

  DR. WALLIS:  Take the seal out?  Do you -- 21 

  MR. REDD:  If we saw indications of 22 

corrosion, if we saw some sort of degradation 23 

mechanism, if we saw any sort of corrosion products, 24 

if we saw discoloration, then certainly the seal has 25 
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the capability of being removed to do that inspection. 1 

  DR. WALLIS:  And it could be hidden by the 2 

seal itself.  There could be corrosions under the 3 

seal, let's say. 4 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  There is the 5 

potential.  However, we have, as I said before, 6 

inspections in place to both ensure the integrity of 7 

that seal so that water and liquid does not get behind 8 

the seal, as well as the area immediately above it, 9 

where we would expect any corrosion to begin. 10 

  I would also like to point out that for 11 

most of the seal locations, the inside, or excuse me, 12 

the opposite side of that vessel is fully inspectable. 13 

 That is an important distinction to make, compared to 14 

the operating fleet where you have a shell with 15 

concrete back is again focusing on the inspectability 16 

of the AP1000 containment vessel from the opposite 17 

side from that seal location. 18 

  Did that answer your question, Mr. Wallis? 19 

  DR. WALLIS:  It just seems to me that if 20 

you are going to get corrosion at all, it is probably 21 

at places like that. 22 

  MR. REDD:  That would be, based on 23 

industry experience, a likely location.  And that is 24 

exactly why we focus on it. 25 
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  Mr. Brockhoff?  I believe that is 1 

important. 2 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Yes.  The seal material 3 

was epoxied to the containment vessel and also to the 4 

concrete that is in that stiffener drain area.  So you 5 

would be able to see a separation of the seal from the 6 

vessel by deterioration of the epoxy.  That is one of 7 

the inspection things you would look for. 8 

  MR. REDD:  All right.  Continuing on, a 9 

topic of certain interest is the inspection frequency. 10 

  ASTM and Reg Guide 1.54 do not specify an 11 

inspection frequency for the coatings inspections.  12 

Both the ASTM and Reg Guide 1.54 that endorses the 13 

ASTM standards recognize that different plants are 14 

going to have a different inspection frequency based 15 

on their operating history, based on their plant 16 

location, as well as based on location within the 17 

plant itself. 18 

  The ASTM standards leave the 19 

responsibility for determining the special frequency  20 

up to the licensee.  Beyond that, and again after the 21 

ASTM standards say that it is the licensee's 22 

responsibility, there is guidance provided to the 23 

licensee to determine what those frequencies should 24 

be, both ASTM standards as well as EPRI guidance 25 
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produced by the industry provides guidelines that have 1 

proven to be acceptable and effective in the operating 2 

plants for inspection intervals of coatings in various 3 

situations. 4 

  For example here, we would look again at a 5 

location like around a moisture barrier more 6 

frequently than a general dry area.  And that 7 

inspection frequency is part of the inspection plan, 8 

which we will talk about shortly. 9 

  MR. GRANT:  Do we want to talk about 100 10 

percent? 11 

  MR. REDD:  I'm sorry.  Back one slide, 12 

Eddie. 13 

  Key point here.  ASTM recommends and we 14 

fully support a 100 percent visual walkdown of the 15 

entire readily accessible surfaces of the containment 16 

every outage.  And I want to make that point very 17 

clear is 100 percent does get looked at each outage.  18 

At the beginning of each outage, we will go in and do 19 

a walk around through each of the levels of the 20 

containment, each of the operating levels, as well as 21 

looking in the dome area, on the sides, inside and 22 

outside. 23 

  DR. WALLIS:  They get close to the dome.  24 

They don't walk on the dome.  Do they?  Or do they 25 
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walk on the dome? 1 

  MR. REDD:  For the 100 percent visual 2 

inspection of the readily accessible areas, I do not 3 

expect us to walk on the dome.  We would look at the 4 

dome area from the walkway that leads from the PCS 5 

valve room up to the shield plate.  That would provide 6 

the best access point. 7 

  During that 100 percent visual inspection, 8 

if any areas of indication were identified if we saw 9 

flaking, if we saw discoloration of the containment 10 

vessel, those areas will be noted for further detailed 11 

inspection during the follow-up process of the 12 

detailed inspections, which have already been 13 

identified as part of the scope for the given outage. 14 

 And again, we are going to talk about that 15 

momentarily. 16 

  Right now I would like to talk about the 17 

typical process that we would go through as the 18 

licensee going into an outage. 19 

  Each outage we will do a detailed 20 

inspection of certain portions of the containment 21 

vessel.  We are going to do about 50 percent each 22 

outage.  And what we will do is prior to the outage, 23 

we will identify those areas.  We will mark them on 24 

plant drawings, as far as area by area and have 25 
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preplanned work packages for our inspectors as they go 1 

into containment during the outage to do detailed 2 

inspections at those locations. 3 

  During the walkdown that I mentioned 4 

previously, we will identify other areas that may 5 

require that contain anomalies that contain 6 

indications.  And again, indication doesn't mean that 7 

there is actually a problem, it is just that it 8 

requires further examination and those areas of 9 

indications will be added to the detailed inspection 10 

schedule. 11 

  DR. WALLIS:  So you will pay special 12 

attention to things like weirs, where it is not quite 13 

so easy to see and where you have got a funny geometry 14 

which could catch water and keep it and things like 15 

that? 16 

  MR. REDD:  Certainly.  Those would be 17 

areas -- 18 

  DR. WALLIS:  Those would be areas I would 19 

worry about.  I could actually see in there.  Because 20 

it is a complicated geometry. 21 

  MR. REDD:  Right.  And we will speak to 22 

that in a little bit more detail shortly.  But yes, 23 

that is an area where obviously we would want to apply 24 

more detailed inspection on frequency. 25 
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  Then comes the detailed inspection.  And 1 

again, this is the point where we implement our 2 

inspection that we planned pre-outage.  We will go in 3 

with our qualified inspectors.  We will inspect those 4 

surfaces and document those inspections.  We have 5 

forms and processes that are provided in the ASTM as 6 

examples that we would use as the model for our 7 

procedures, perform those inspections.  Any anomalies 8 

 we documented with photographs, measurements, as far 9 

as size, description, and recorded as part of the 10 

inspection scope. 11 

  Once those inspections are complete, we 12 

then go into the evaluation phase.  At that point, the 13 

coatings project manager, the responsible individual, 14 

will review those anomalies found and make a 15 

determination whether those are simple anomalies that 16 

can be dispositioned immediately as either acceptable 17 

or unacceptable and requiring an entry into the TAP 18 

program and follow up through the maintenance work 19 

order process or whether they were essentially visual 20 

indications only and no further efforts are required. 21 

  As part of that evaluation process there 22 

are numerous other tools that the plant staff has at 23 

hand to do an evaluation.  At that point, we would 24 

look at testing such as we could do pull off testing, 25 
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various other ASTM standards where we would look at 1 

the adhesion of the material as the failure mechanism 2 

and make a determination whether there is a real 3 

problem with the coating at that location and what 4 

impact, if any, could it possibly have on safety 5 

related functions and structures in the plant. 6 

  Upon termination of an issue, we would 7 

then enter that into our corrective action program, 8 

where it would be tracked and dispositioned.  As far 9 

as disposition, if the response was to remove and 10 

recoat on touchup activities, those would be processed 11 

in accordance with our work planning process, 12 

scheduled and controlled under those quality assurance 13 

programs, under those programs -- under the quality 14 

assurance program. 15 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Let me just go over 16 

something. 17 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 18 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Let's say your inspector 19 

found a big scratch -- 20 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 21 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  -- on the coating all the 22 

way through and it is during the outage.  Is this 23 

coating repairable pretty much at will or do you have 24 

to go into very complex planning and preparation? 25 
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  In other words, could it be repaired 1 

pretty much during the outage? 2 

  MR. REDD:  You can repair this coating in 3 

the touchup mode with fairly -- with reasonable 4 

precautions.  You would follow the procedure in place 5 

for the application of that coating.  You would have 6 

to do the surface preparation recommended by the 7 

coatings manufacturer.  You would have your quality 8 

assurance or excuse me, quality control right there 9 

observing you surface profile, your cleanliness.  And 10 

then you would apply that coating with a qualified 11 

applicator.  And that application will be observed by 12 

quality control. 13 

  The quality control steps that are 14 

specified would be followed and in fairly short order 15 

for this particular coating, you can provide touchup. 16 

 Yes, sir.  It is something that could be done in the 17 

same outage. 18 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  All right, good. 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  You referred to 50 percent 20 

each outage a minute ago, I thought.  Did I 21 

misunderstand? 22 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That is correct.  We 23 

expect to do a detailed examination of approximately 24 

50 percent of the interior and exterior surface each 25 
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outage. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay and that is different 2 

from 100 percent visual examination. 3 

  MR. REDD:  Right. 4 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay. 5 

  MR. REDD:  The 100 percent walkdown is a 6 

more general walkdown where you go in and you look at 7 

very broad areas for signs of degradation. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  I understand that 9 

part.  Where does the 50 percent then derive from?  Is 10 

that just your application of the responsibility as a 11 

licensee to decide or does that come from some other -12 

- 13 

  MR. REDD: That is part of our licensee's 14 

decision.  And also I will note that as part of good 15 

practices and ALARA, we also will be piggybacking with 16 

the Containment ISI Program, which has very 17 

prescriptive requirements for inspection of the 18 

containment vessel. 19 

  And in order to minimize dose, minimize 20 

extra work, when the inspection is performed on the 21 

containment vessel, we expect either the same 22 

individual or an individual standing there alongside 23 

of him to be performing the coatings inspection at the 24 

time as we perform the containment vessel inspection. 25 
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  And the Containment ISI Program has much 1 

more prescriptive requirements that have surfaces that 2 

have to be inspected in a given time period. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, yes.  You know, the 4 

challenge for all of us here is to try and figure out 5 

what the right thing to do is, given the, I will use 6 

the word unique again, or given the fact that the 7 

containment exterior is exposed during normal 8 

operation to an environment which we don't have a lot 9 

of experience in knowing how rapidly airborne debris 10 

would accumulate in crevices, for example, things like 11 

that. 12 

  And so trying to decide how much is enough 13 

at this point in time is quite difficult -- 14 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  -- to do.  But that is why 16 

I am asking the question here. 17 

  Fifty percent, anyway, is subject to what 18 

you are now talking about. 19 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That is correct. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And it is tied into the 21 

fact that you have ISI requirements for the pressure 22 

boundary itself. 23 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That is correct.  We 24 

are trying to take advantage of we are planning and 25 
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ALARA practices at this point. 1 

  And again Chairman Ray, I will point out 2 

that the frequency is the responsibility of the 3 

license and that frequency, if we find throughout the 4 

industry or throughout our individual plant 5 

experience, we may dedicate more resources to a 6 

particular area to be intelligent about what is 7 

inspected when. 8 

  And if a particular area receives, is the 9 

site of accelerated corrosion or repeated problems, 10 

that area would, again, receive additional 11 

inspections. 12 

  DR. WALLIS:  Not just corrosion.  I mean, 13 

if there is dirt built up on this, the joint as to 14 

what ability and all that kind of thing. 15 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 16 

  DR. WALLIS:  So do you plan to wash this, 17 

these coatings, if you find that they are building up 18 

dirt in places? 19 

  MR. REDD:  Mr. Wallis, we are going to 20 

discuss fouling in a later presentation. 21 

  DR. WALLIS:  In a later presentation.  22 

Okay, that's all right.  If it is coming, that's okay. 23 

 But it is part of the coating issue.  The coating 24 

isn't the same to the water if it is dirty. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  I absolutely agree, Mr. Wallis. 1 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Well you also have a 2 

unique shield building structure, where you have steel 3 

on the inside and the outside on the SC portions.  And 4 

those are coated, if I recall. 5 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir.  That is correct. 6 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Do you apply the same kind 7 

of visual inspection and repair procedures in case you 8 

find problems?  Because they are really structural 9 

elements exposed to the environment. 10 

  So as long as you are talking about this, 11 

I wanted to see if you are going to apply similar 12 

processes to the shield building steel. 13 

  MR. REDD:  At this point, I am not 14 

prepared to discuss the inspections that will be 15 

performed on the shield building.  They will certainly 16 

receive some degree of inspection.  However, will it 17 

mirror the containment vessel?  I'm not prepared to 18 

speak to that at the moment, sir. 19 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay.  When you have time, 20 

if somebody could just fill me on that. 21 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay, we will look into 22 

that. 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, anytime today or 24 

tomorrow. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  And as I understand your 1 

questions, sir, you are particularly interested in the 2 

carbon steel-faced plates of the shield building.  Is 3 

that correct? 4 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes, exactly.  the inner 5 

and the outer but the SC modules, I guess. 6 

  MR. KRESS:  And I would be particularly 7 

interested in the inlets for the air and how you look 8 

to those to see if they have gotten blocked up. 9 

  MR. REDD:  Mr. Kress, in terms of debris 10 

blocking or in terms of corrosion problems? 11 

  MR. KRESS:  I was thinking about wasps and 12 

birds and things like that. 13 

  MR. REDD:  Certainly.  And Mr. Kress, I 14 

believe we will address some of your concerns in our 15 

following presentation.  Sir, we will certainly get 16 

back to you with a further response. 17 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Thank you. 18 

  MR. REDD:  Chairman Ray, shall I continue? 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Excuse me? 20 

  MR. REDD:  Shall I continue? 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, please. 22 

  MR. REDD:  Were there other questions? 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No, no, no.  I was just 24 

thinking. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  The accessibility of the 1 

containment vessel is again an areas that is 2 

determined by the licensee. 3 

  ASTM simply states that again that 4 

accessible areas shall be inspected.  In fact they 5 

refer to readily accessible areas being inspected 6 

during the 100 percent general walkdown section. 7 

  Unfortunately neither Reg Guide 1.54 nor 8 

the relevant ASTM standards provide the definition for 9 

what is accessible.  In the lack of ASTM guidance on 10 

accessibility, we turn to another endorsed document, 11 

which is the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, 12 

Section IWA and IWE, which is the inspection 13 

requirements for the containment vessel.  ASME code 14 

contains a very rigorous definition of what is 15 

accessible. 16 

  And we looked at that as another document 17 

to point to for the definition of our accessibility 18 

and coatings.  This definition is provided here.  It 19 

is the third bullet.  The key takeaway here is that 20 

this definition provides an explanation of which 21 

components, which areas may be considered 22 

inaccessible.  And essentially, it is those areas that 23 

cannot be viewed from a permanent plant structure or 24 

location.  It doesn't require you to remove items, 25 
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remove insulation, etcetera. 1 

  Now a key distinction I would like to make 2 

at this point in the presentation to the members of 3 

the committee is that under this definition that you 4 

see here in the third bullet, the area behind the air 5 

baffle could be considered inaccessible, simply 6 

because the air baffle is simply one foot away.  7 

  However, the licensees, Vogtle 8 

specifically, have chosen to consider the area behind 9 

the air baffle as an accessible area and it will 10 

receive inspection either remotely or directly through 11 

some means.  That is a distinction we want to make 12 

very clear to the membership. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  That's 14 

responsive and we understand that we did have a 15 

presentation about the ability to remove portions of 16 

the air baffle and so on.  So at least that is one way 17 

to do it. 18 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir, Chairman Ray.  That 19 

is one method that would allow direct visual 20 

inspection. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  How is this treated in the 22 

COL itself?  I mean, what you said is, at least seems 23 

to me to be, responsive but how will it be reflected 24 

in the COL? 25 
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  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Well what we are providing 1 

here today is a level of detail that is contained 2 

within program documents and implementing procedures. 3 

 So we are being responsive to the questions but the 4 

application would not contain this level of 5 

information. 6 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay well maybe we will 7 

have a question to the staff about your view on that. 8 

 I mean, I am not questioning the commitment or 9 

anything.  It is just that all of us will be doing 10 

something else by the time this becomes important 11 

probably.  So I would like to have some idea how this 12 

gets preserved. 13 

  MR. REDD:  And the actual DCD has a 14 

commitment to do, we will talk about them later, the 15 

inspections that are required.  And the details that 16 

we are talking about are really an implementation in 17 

the program that the utility uses to perform those 18 

inspections.  So this is a level of detail within the 19 

program itself. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Understood but it is 21 

something that we are taking into account here.  And I 22 

don't want to be in a position where you are overly 23 

constrained because there are probably lots here that 24 

you haven't thought about and finalized.  But 25 
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functionally, we want to be and this is something that 1 

sort of balloons from the DCD and the COL seamlessly 2 

and it is hard to figure out for sure how it is 3 

appropriately captured. 4 

  Anyway, go ahead. 5 

  MR. REDD:  Again, we point out I really 6 

believe we have discussed the items shown on this 7 

slide, in that we will perform inspections behind the 8 

air baffle if degradations fail.  And again, it will 9 

be captured as part of our -- If an anomaly turns out 10 

to be actual degradation, it will be captured as part 11 

of our corrective action program and documented and 12 

resolved that way. 13 

  Eddie, I believe the next slide is 14 

appropriate. 15 

  I do want to speak momentarily to the 16 

people that will be performing the inspections.  The 17 

ASTM standards as reference by ASTM D 5144 includes 18 

specific guidance on the qualifications of coatings 19 

inspectors.  These inspectors are performed by people 20 

who are qualified in accordance with the steps laid 21 

out by ASTM, by the applicable standard for qualifying 22 

coatings inspectors.  This qualification is maintained 23 

 if they are outside the coatings work for a period of 24 

time, they are required to be re-qualified and their 25 
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competency re-shown. 1 

  They are qualified, certified, and provide 2 

a level of inspection assurance that comes with the 3 

training, experience, and practical field knowledge 4 

that come from the certification process. 5 

  Any questions on the qualifications of the 6 

inspectors? 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No. 8 

  MR. REDD:  All right.  And again, we note 9 

that 100 percent of accessible areas will be 10 

traditionally inspected every three or four years and 11 

that is a detailed inspection and that is in parallel 12 

with our Containment ISI Program. 13 

  We would like to present to you a 14 

conceptual first and second outage plan.  Again, this 15 

is just conceptual.  This is not limited to the first 16 

and second refueling outages but this would be, if you 17 

can imagine, a rolling inspection plan throughout the 18 

life of the plant.   19 

  We perform a 100 percent general walkdown, 20 

as required by the ASTM standards.  We would look in 21 

detail with preplanned inspection packages at 22 

approximately 50 percent of the interior and exterior 23 

of the vessel.  That 50 percent we would not just do 24 

the bottom 50 percent or the top 50 percent, as you 25 
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can imagine but we would select a range of areas to 1 

capture degradation as it could potentially be 2 

occurring in different conditions and different 3 

geometries throughout the plant.  Any areas that are 4 

noted as potential anomalies during the 100 percent 5 

walkdown will be included in that detailed inspection, 6 

as well as any anomalies that are identified through 7 

other programs, through other reporting methods.  All 8 

of those reporting methods, whether it is just the 9 

observation of some mechanical damage to the shell by 10 

an iron worker who reports it through our corrective 11 

action, all that goes into this detailed inspection 12 

where the anomalous areas will be examined in detail 13 

and that examination documented, recorded, and 14 

evaluated. 15 

  All right, next slide. 16 

  During the second refueling outage, we are 17 

going to follow basically the same program.  We are 18 

going to look in detail at the areas that were not 19 

examined during the preceding outage.  Again, 20 

performing the 100 percent general visual walkdown.  21 

In addition to those areas that were identified during 22 

the 100 percent walkdown, any areas of interest that 23 

were noted during the preceding walkdown that were 24 

evaluated and either recoated or evaluated as being 25 
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acceptable, those, too, would be areas that we would 1 

likely look at in detail in that second, in the 2 

following outage, to make sure that the repairs were 3 

made effective, to make sure that there is no 4 

degradation that is increasing in size or scope. 5 

  And again, any degradations and anomalies 6 

that are found will be documented, evaluated, and 7 

dispositioned as a part of the corrective action 8 

program and plant program documents for the coatings 9 

program and the maintenance work order program. 10 

  Does anybody have any questions they would 11 

like to ask about the typical inspection plan and 12 

process, as we see here, during the typical first two 13 

outages? 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Of course we are going have 15 

a shortened version of this discussion at the full 16 

committee because the full committee will be 17 

interested and those of us on the subcommittee will do 18 

our best to try and reflect what we take away from 19 

this longer discussion. 20 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, Chairman Ray. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  But again, we are having to 22 

reflect on something that hasn't quite existed in the 23 

past and trying to imagine what concerns need to be 24 

addressed.  The issue of washing down the containment, 25 
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for example, may seem kind of far out but not 1 

necessarily so. 2 

  I operated a plant not in the Southeast 3 

but in the Desert Southwest and I would think that is 4 

probably what you are going to have to do periodically 5 

there, anyway.   6 

  Okay, go ahead. 7 

  MR. REDD:  Acceptance criteria.  The 8 

acceptance criteria will be determined by the 9 

licensee.  The main basis of those acceptance criteria 10 

is to maintain the safe function of the containment 11 

vessel and any safety functions that follow out of the 12 

containment vessel or any of their attached component. 13 

 Again, the acceptance criteria are not prescriptive 14 

acceptance criteria given in the ASTMs or in the 15 

Regulatory Guidance but set by the licensee with 16 

guidance provided by the ASTM standards, which 17 

recommend certain acceptance criteria and items to 18 

look for and consider in your acceptance criteria, as 19 

well as this EPRI document shown here in the third 20 

bullet which again provides further guidance to the 21 

licensee for determining acceptance criteria. 22 

  This evaluation of the acceptance criteria 23 

will be done by coatings program, the coatings program 24 

owner or responsible individual and a determination 25 
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will be made whether the coating is acceptable for 1 

continued service and if it is not acceptable for 2 

continued service, what remediation steps we will take 3 

and again that would be, such as touchup where we 4 

would go in and remediate the coating at a particular 5 

location if it was found to be degraded, so that the 6 

safety function of the plant is maintained throughout 7 

its life. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  there has been some 9 

discussion in the past that the buildup of 10 

contamination on the surface doesn't degrade the heat 11 

transfer characteristics.  But we haven't really 12 

proved that at all. 13 

  You are talking about coatings integrity 14 

here. 15 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Are you going to speak to 17 

the issue of contamination buildup? 18 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, sir, absolutely.  We have 19 

a follow-up slide presentation -- 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay. 21 

  MR. REDD:  -- that I would like to present 22 

to you shortly during the closed session. 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  All right, good.  24 

Fine.  Sorry. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  Slide please, Eddie. 1 

  Now we would like to briefly mention 2 

several complimentary programs.  And again what we 3 

want to give here is the memberships a good impression 4 

of just how many different programs and people and 5 

individual inspectors that will be looking at our 6 

containment vessel constantly throughout the plant 7 

life. 8 

  The most applicable parallel program is 9 

the Containment ISI Program that is guided by ASME 10 

Section XI.  It is a required program.  It is fully 11 

endorsed by the regulatory codes.  And we will be 12 

implementing that program as described in our COLA in 13 

our DCD. 14 

  One key aspect of the Containment ISI 15 

Program I would like to highlight to you is that IWE, 16 

which is the applicable section for containment vessel 17 

inspection, IWE-2310(a) specifically includes the 18 

condition of the coating as an item that the 19 

Containment ISI Program examines. 20 

  ASME recognizes that the coatings is a 21 

vital aspect of the protection of the pressure vessel 22 

and any inspection done under the Containment ISI 23 

Program will identify containment coatings degradation 24 

and record it and document is and disposition it under 25 
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the Containment ISI Program.  This is in addition to 1 

any similar parallel evaluation that is done for the 2 

coatings program. 3 

  The Containment ISI Program is a much more 4 

prescriptive program.  We will implementing Option B 5 

of IWE Table 2200 which has an inspection interval of 6 

ten years with three inspection periods ranging from 7 

three to four years apiece, ensuring each of those 8 

inspection periods 100 percent of the accessible 9 

containment surface will be visually examined by the 10 

Containment ISI Program. 11 

  Again, what we are trying to show here is 12 

that there are multiple programs and personnel 13 

involved in looking at the containment vessel and 14 

ensuring that the integrity of the vessel is 15 

maintained and that if there are any problems with the 16 

containment coatings, that they are identified 17 

promptly and resolved in accordance with programs 18 

procedures, which are standard at our nuclear plant. 19 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Just coming back to this 20 

IWE definition of inaccessible. 21 

  MR. REDD:  Yes. 22 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Is the air baffle a 23 

permanent plant structure? 24 

  MR. REDD:  Yes. 25 
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  MEMBER SHACK: It is designed to be 1 

removable. 2 

  MR. REDD:  I would consider it a permanent 3 

plant structure because it is permanently in place 4 

during normal operation.  There are many components 5 

that are designed to be removable for maintenance or 6 

for testing.  However, they are considered as 7 

permanent structures when they are in the plant. 8 

  The ability to remove these panels for the 9 

containment air baffle is mainly there to allow 10 

inspection behind the vessel or in case any damage 11 

occurred to the air baffle plates themselves and those 12 

plates need to be removed for maintenance or 13 

placement.  But as far as permanent item, I would not 14 

expect, unless there is a reason to, that those air 15 

baffle plates would actually be removed. 16 

  MEMBER SHACK:  I thought they would be 17 

removable so you can inspect.  Because there is 18 

another one that is sort of somehow and idea that you 19 

are going to inspect 80 percent of the pressure 20 

boundary and it is another part of the IWE is -- 21 

  MR. REDD:  I believe that 80 percent is 22 

the percent of the vessel that has to remain 23 

accessible of inspection during the plant life.  Is 24 

that correct? 25 
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  MEMBER SHACK:  Yes. 1 

  MR. REDD:  Okay.  And again, we maintain 2 

that 80 percent by being able to remove the baffles or 3 

alternatively being able to perform the remote 4 

inspections. 5 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Okay. 6 

  MR. REDD:  Does that answer your question? 7 

  MEMBER SHACK:  No it just sort of 8 

indicates that along with Chairman Ray either we 9 

depend on your good will to ensure us that you are 10 

going to inspect behind those baffles, we can't rely 11 

on the IWE requirement, I guess is just where I am 12 

coming from. 13 

  Duly noted. 14 

  MR. REDD:  I understand.  Amy, is there 15 

anything you would like to say?  Okay, next slide, 16 

please Eddie 17 

  Two more programs that look at the 18 

exterior and interior of the containment vessel.  The 19 

10 C.F.R. 50 Appendix J Program is the leak testing 20 

program for the pressure integrity of the vessel.  As 21 

part of our COLA application we have indicated that we 22 

will be following 10 C.F.R. 50 Appendix J Option B.  23 

Option B is endorsed by Reg Guide 1.163. 24 

  And specifically required by Reg Guide 25 
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1.163 as part of the condition for implementing Option 1 

B is that two additional visual inspections be 2 

conducted under the 10 C.F.R. 50 Appendix J program 3 

between integrated leak rate tests.  This is an 4 

independent look at the containment vessel for 5 

containment vessel integrity but also for the coatings 6 

performance.  Again if an anomaly is found, it would 7 

be reported by the Appendix J program and entered into 8 

our corrective action program. 9 

  What we are showing here again is that 10 

another completely independent group, because it is 11 

unlikely that the Appendix J leak rate testing groups 12 

would be doing the same as vessel coatings are out 13 

there looking at the containment vessel.  And again, I 14 

would like to point out that the Appendix J 15 

inspections are required to be conducted at two time 16 

periods.  They are not necessarily coincident with the 17 

 coatings inspections or the containment outside 18 

inspections. 19 

  So again you get once again now a third 20 

program that is looking at the containment vessel 21 

exterior during the operating life of the plant on a 22 

periodic basis. 23 

  I'm sorry.  Mr. Kress? 24 

  MR. KRESS:  Could you refresh my memory on 25 
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how often we do integrated leak rate tests?  Is that 1 

every ten years? 2 

  MR. REDD:  10 C.F.R. 50 Appendix J, Option 3 

B provides a ten year -- 4 

  MR. KRESS:  Ten year. 5 

  MR. REDD:  --  interval.  However, there 6 

is a growing movement throughout the industry to 7 

extend that to 15 years.  To my knowledge that has not 8 

been granted on a generic basis to the operating 9 

fleet.  Appendix J, Option B still states ten years, 10 

although numerous utilities have proceeded with 15 11 

years.   12 

  However, and I believe this to be true, as 13 

part of that extension, the NRC has required 14 

additional visual inspections during that extended 15 

time. 16 

  Last but not least is 10 C.F.R. 50.65 17 

maintenance rule program.  The containment vessel is 18 

included as part of the maintenance rule is a scoped 19 

system.  The maintenance rule is there to ensure that 20 

the component continues to perform its function, that 21 

 maintenance is effective as needed on that component. 22 

 That maintenance rule program does require walkdowns 23 

or other methods of ensuring that you are maintaining 24 

your plant in a way that you are reliably performing 25 



 

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

 100 

you safety functions. 1 

  So again here we see another method and I 2 

would add that we expect, although this is a level of 3 

detail beyond what is provided in the COLA and the DCD 4 

that even the structural monitoring program, which is 5 

part of maintenance rule program will also be looking 6 

at the containment vessel. 7 

  So you have multiple systems, both the 8 

passive containment cooling system, containment vessel 9 

system, and structural monitoring program all under 10 

the maintenance rule umbrella, which will be looking 11 

at the containment vessel, again providing repeat 12 

inspections of the vessel by diverse people for 13 

diverse purposes.  But again, each of them there are 14 

operating under our quality assurance program with 15 

responsibility to identify and document any anomalies 16 

on that vessel. 17 

  Next slide, please. 18 

  At this time I will turn it over to Amy. 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Are we close to the closed 20 

portion? 21 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Yes, this is it. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right because I would 23 

like to take a break when we do that.  Go ahead. 24 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So if you would -- so did 25 
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you say you would like to take a break now? 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes. 2 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And I think that would be a 4 

convenient time to, when we return -- Did you have 5 

something you wanted to say though before we took a 6 

break? 7 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Just other than we are 8 

approximately half-way through. 9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay. 10 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So about as much time as we 11 

have spent on this portion is anticipating questions 12 

on the next portion.  So we are putting everyone a 13 

little behind schedule. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Don't worry about it.  The 15 

time invested here is, I think, time well spent. 16 

  So anyway, we will take a break and then 17 

when we return, it will be a proprietary closed 18 

session, including the telephone line.  And we will 19 

remain in that mode until we complete the balance of 20 

this portion of this item on the agenda.  So we will 21 

adjourn until ten minutes to 11:00. 22 

(Whereupon, above-entitled matter went off the record 23 

at 10:34 a.m. and resumed at 11:41 a.m.) 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.   25 
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  MR. JACKSON:  Weidong, this is Chris 1 

Jackson. 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Thank you. 3 

  MR. HABIB:  Good morning.  My name is Don 4 

Habib.  This is a presentation for Chapter 6. 5 

(Sound of phone beeping.) 6 

  MR. HABIB:  Chris, are you there? 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It was Chris Jackson. 8 

  MR. JACKSON:  Don, do you hear me. 9 

  MR. HABIB:  Yes.  Can you hear me? 10 

  MR. JACKSON:  I can hear you fine. 11 

  MR. HABIB:  Okay, we are ready to proceed 12 

then. 13 

  Again, this is the staff presentation for 14 

Chapter 6, engineering safety features.  My name is 15 

Don Habib.  I am the project manager.  And just 16 

briefly before we begin, I just want to mention this I 17 

the first time the staff has presented Chapter 6 to 18 

the ACRS.  We did not have an SER with open items for 19 

this chapter. 20 

  Nevertheless, when we do go through it, 21 

you will see a couple of things we are talking about 22 

relate to open items and those are open items actually 23 

that we have drawn from the Bellefonte review that was 24 

also completed. 25 
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  With me today the reviewers at the end, 1 

Greg Makar from the Component Integrity Performance 2 

Testing Branch.  Next to him, the Branch Chief for the 3 

 Containment and ventilation Branch, John McKirgan, 4 

and Shi Jeng Peng, who is also technical reviewer for 5 

containment ventilation.  And on the line, Chris 6 

Jackson. 7 

  And this is an outline of the SER and 8 

identifies the standard portions and the plant-9 

specific portions.  And the topics we are going to 10 

review are the open items and other topics of interest 11 

over on the right side. 12 

  And for Section 6.4, I do want to mention 13 

that in addition to plant-specific information, that 14 

includes there is also standard information in there. 15 

 And in fact, all the open items and confirmatory 16 

items, those refer to standard information.  That is 17 

not site specific. 18 

  So with that, and we are just going to 19 

proceed in the order in which they appear here.  And 20 

so I will turn it over to Greg Makar for the 21 

containment coatings. 22 

  MR. MAKAR:  Thank you.  Next slide, 23 

please. 24 

  For the coatings program, the first thing 25 
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I would like to do is just quickly review what the COL 1 

applicant needs to provide in terms of a coating 2 

program and what are the requirements and guidance 3 

that we use in our review. 4 

  Then I want to summarize the two, give you 5 

a status on the two confirmatory items that we have, 6 

and then after that talk a little bit more about the 7 

coatings program that we received and reviewed from 8 

COL applicant. 9 

  This slide shows what is required from the 10 

applicant for the coatings program.  This is from the 11 

DCD.  So they have to provide a program for 12 

procurement, application, inspection, and monitoring. 13 

 And that is for all three service levels. 14 

  I want to point out that those two 15 

underlined phrases, those reflect the most recent DCD 16 

revision which is currently a DCD confirmatory item 17 

for us.  And those two things were added because it 18 

was just inadvertently left out of the last revision 19 

of the DCD. 20 

  So the Applicant provided standard COL 21 

information for their coatings program and we are 22 

looking that it meets the requirements in the DCD, 23 

primarily in section 6.1.2.1.6 and also that for 24 

quality assurance, they are committing to Appendix B 25 
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program, where required, and also that they conformed 1 

to Reg Guide 1.54, Rev 1.  Next slide, please. 2 

  As we completed the original R-COL review 3 

on this, there had been a request for additional 4 

information about the control of the coatings during 5 

the design and the construction phase.  The Applicant 6 

provided the information.  It was acceptable but did 7 

not include an FSAR revision. 8 

  So just for the purposes of the status of 9 

this item, I just wanted to say that they provided 10 

that in July and that is now a confirmatory item.  In 11 

some later slides we will talk more about what the 12 

program says. 13 

  So the next slide, please. 14 

  The second confirmatory item was not based 15 

on an open item but as I mentioned before, there was a 16 

change in the DCD on the coatings program.  The 17 

Applicant has to respond to that by providing some 18 

additional information about their Service Level II 19 

coatings program, along with revisions to the FSAR.  20 

So that information was we found acceptable and that 21 

is our second confirmatory item, 6.1.2. 22 

  Okay, next slide, please. 23 

  Okay, now looking at more at the coatings 24 

program itself.  I just wanted to give our perspective 25 
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on the requirements here.  The coatings procurement 1 

application and inspection and monitoring of all three 2 

Service Levels.  This is an Appendix B program for all 3 

phases of Service Level I and III and also for 4 

procurement of Service Level II coatings in the 5 

containment. 6 

  Inspection and monitoring, I just want to 7 

point out inspection in this case refers to the 8 

quality assurance that is applied when you are putting 9 

on a coating, preparing and putting on the coating, 10 

whereas monitoring refers to the performance 11 

assessments, what we often call in-service inspection. 12 

 So in the coatings lingo, inspection refers more to 13 

the QA activities and monitoring to the ongoing 14 

performance assessment. 15 

  The second thing is we are looking for 16 

conformance to Reg Guide 1.54 Rev 1.  That endorses a 17 

system of ASTM standards.  And as you heard, ASTM 5144 18 

is a top level standard that references a lot of the 19 

other standards with a high level of detail.  Not all 20 

the details but those detailed standards that are 21 

referenced in 5144 are divided into three areas.  One 22 

is the materials themselves.  The second is 23 

qualification and certification of the people involved 24 

and the third is coatings maintenance, which in the 25 



 

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

 107 

context of that Reg Guide includes monitoring. 1 

  Okay so for the Service Level I and III 2 

programs, the Applicant is providing this consolidated 3 

Appendix B program at the time of fuel load.  Like 4 

other operational programs, that is a typical 5 

milestone and that program is based on the Reg Guide 6 

and the ASTM 5144. 7 

  They have explained the design and 8 

construction phase is going to be based on the 9 

designers' specifications and standards they use, 10 

which we already know conform to those or are based on 11 

those same two sources. 12 

  For procurement application and quality 13 

assurance, those activities have guidance and 14 

requirements in the ASTM standards under 5144.  And 15 

specifically for monitoring, they are using 5163 and 16 

7167. 17 

  As we talked about earlier, Service Level 18 

I is defined in Rev 1 of the Reg Guide as the safety-19 

related inside containment Service Level III, the 20 

safety-related outside containment.  So they have 21 

chosen to apply these standards for that reason. 22 

  Now we found this acceptable because it 23 

pertains to the Appendix B program for quality where 24 

it meets, that is a DCD requirement and it meets the 25 
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other DCD requirements and these ASTM standards 1 

conform to Rev 1 or more recent guides because 7167 2 

didn't exist at the time of Rev 1. 3 

  Next slide, please. 4 

  Okay for Service Level II, the Applicant 5 

also proposes a program based on ASTM D 5144.  the 6 

procurement the material they are going to use is 7 

going to have the same as the Service Level I coatings 8 

and containment.  And so that is with respect to 9 

radiation tolerance and DBA testing.  They are also 10 

going to use the same performance monitoring, which is 11 

the ASTM 5163.  So for those two things, they are 12 

treating the material itself and the monitoring, they 13 

are treating it the same as they would for Service 14 

Level I 15 

  As we discussed in the DCD, it is Service 16 

Level II with regard to the QA activities, which has 17 

some implications for debris assumptions that we 18 

addressed in the DCD. 19 

  So for this information, we have found it 20 

is acceptable because they are treating these coatings 21 

the same as the approved standards for Service Level I 22 

in containment. 23 

  So as far as the information that they 24 

needed to provide for us to review, they provided 25 
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information on all their coatings programs that 1 

conform to our guidance. 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And you don't see anything 3 

unique about the containment exterior coating that 4 

would call for anything other than what is in your 5 

existing guidance and the standards? 6 

  MR. MAKAR:  I don't see a compelling 7 

difference that would require us to where we would ask 8 

for something other than our guidance to deal with 9 

that. 10 

  I think if for that surface, I think if 11 

they had a proposed 5163, we would have -- Well, first 12 

of all it have been an exception to the Reg Guide and 13 

we would have reviewed it and I think we probably 14 

would have found it acceptable.  They are very similar 15 

and we understand the importance of other coatings on 16 

the outside. 17 

  There aren't great differences in what the 18 

-- Well you heard that they don't plan to do anything 19 

significantly different but the standards don't have 20 

guidance that is significantly different either. 21 

  And the Service Level III is for safety-22 

related coatings.  So it is not as if Service Level 23 

III allows you to have a bunch of degraded coating 24 

that you don't need to do anything about.  I think 25 
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both, either standard could work for that surface. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay. 2 

  MR. HABIB:  The next portion of the 3 

presentation is for containment cleanliness and that 4 

is Chris Jackson, who is on the line.  Chris? 5 

  MR. JACKSON:  Good morning.  My name is 6 

Chris Jackson.  It is a pleasure to be presenting.  I 7 

am in Paris right now and it is a first for me so I 8 

hope this goes well. 9 

  Let's go with the first slide.  There have 10 

always been containment cleanliness programs, however 11 

the NRC and industry greatly increased emphasis on 12 

them when BWRs were dealing with the suction/straining 13 

issues. 14 

  Generic Letter 2004-02 requested PWRs to 15 

commit to cleanliness programs.  The revised guidance 16 

for Generic Letter 2004-02 pretty much defines what 17 

the NRC expects with regard to a cleanliness program. 18 

 The Applicant followed that guidance in developing 19 

their program. 20 

  So we followed the guidance that we have 21 

for operating reactors and then we went beyond that.  22 

So there are a couple of areas where we have gone 23 

beyond that.  In addition, the Vogtle program is 24 

described in the Final Safety Analysis Report. 25 
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  So the program establishes administrative 1 

procedures to implement the containment cleanliness 2 

program.  The implementation minimizes the amount of 3 

debris left in containment following personnel entry. 4 

 The program defines personnel and material controls. 5 

 It defines inspection and reporting departments as 6 

well. 7 

  Next slide, please. 8 

  The implementation.  It controls to 9 

account for quantities and types of material 10 

introduced into containment.  It limits the types and 11 

quantities of materials, including scaffolding tools 12 

to ensure adequate accountability controls.  Storage 13 

of aluminum is prohibited without engineering 14 

authorization.  Cardboard boxes other miscellaneous 15 

packing which are problematic are not brought into 16 

containment without approval.  Next slide, please. 17 

  The containment program addresses 18 

containment entries that are made at power.  Control 19 

of loose items, such as keys, pens, would be 20 

inadvertently left in containment.  Methods and 21 

controls for securing any items or materials left 22 

unattended in containment and administrative controls 23 

for accounting for tools and equipment are 24 

established. 25 
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  Next slide, please. 1 

  Administrative controls for accounting for 2 

permanent removal of material previously introduced in 3 

the containment is also done.  Limits on the types and 4 

 quantities of materials, including types of material 5 

like tapes, labels, plastic film, paper, and cloth 6 

products are specifically addressed and requirements 7 

and actions to be taken into account for unaccounted 8 

for materials. 9 

  Next slide, please. 10 

  The requirements for the final containment 11 

cleanliness program are to be consistent with the 12 

design basis described in DCD 6.3.8.1, which is pretty 13 

stringent.  It is 59 kilograms of total debris, of 14 

which three kilograms is fiber.  If you look in the 15 

DCD, there was some discussion on this earlier, the 16 

Revision 18 of the DCD specifically includes these 17 

values.  Revision 17 did not.  So I think everybody 18 

was right this morning.  But these values are 19 

specifically called out in the DCD. 20 

  There are requirements for record keeping 21 

and entry/exit logs.  And there are housekeeping 22 

procedures that require -- 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Go ahead. 24 

  MR. JACKSON:  There are housekeeping 25 



 

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

 113 

procedures that require the work areas be maintained 1 

and cleaned and returned to the original conditions 2 

upon work. 3 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  I would like to ask a 4 

quick, quick question, Chris.  Is the 6.6 pounds of 5 

fibrous material, is that a Tier 2* item in the DCD? 6 

  MR. JACKSON:  No.  It is Tier 2 material. 7 

 It is ESBWR controlled material. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So it can be changed with 9 

something like a 50.59 type process? 10 

  MR. JACKSON:  It would be subject to the 11 

50.59 type process but the 50.59 type process for this 12 

type of thing would be relatively stringent.  I mean, 13 

I could envision this being changed but I think it 14 

would be difficult.  It would be more likely changed 15 

under the license amendment process. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Then why wouldn't it be a 17 

Tier 2*? 18 

  MR. JACKSON:  Well, I don't think it meets 19 

the definition of Tier 2*.  I think it is typical 20 

EBSWR information.  This is a design-basis limit.  21 

they have demonstrated it to be accessible through 22 

testing and analysis and consistent with numerous 23 

other Tier 2 information. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It would be awfully hard to 25 
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write a 59 -- 1 

  MR. JACKSON:  A Tier 2* would add another 2 

level, which would take it away from 50.59.  But the 3 

50.59 process is used for a lot of very important 4 

parameters as well. 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It would be hard to write a 6 

50.59 to say it had no significant safety consequence 7 

to increase the amount of fiber.  I mean, I would -- 8 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  I would agree with you.  9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  You would need a whole 10 

testing program to back that up. 11 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  I would agree with you.  12 

That is why I just wondered why it wasn't a Tier 2*. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  But the point I think he 14 

made was you don't take everything for which that is 15 

true and make it Tier 2* 16 

  MR. JACKSON:  Right.  I mean I think Tier 17 

2* you would use for things that you would expect to 18 

change over the life of the plant, like fuel.  I mean, 19 

the fuel design we expect to change.  We don't expect 20 

this to change.  Obviously, if a licensee wants to 21 

change it, they could go through the process.  I would 22 

find it very difficult to change this under 50.59.  If 23 

they would, it would require an enormous amount of 24 

work.  They would have to do -- you know, you know 25 
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that the Applicant did 39 fuel tests to demonstrate 1 

this is accessible. 2 

  So that method that they use to 3 

demonstrate -- 4 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay, look.  I don't want 5 

to beat this to death.  It is under control.  I just, 6 

we put a lot of time into determining whether that 6.6 7 

was a really hard number or not.  It is a hard number 8 

but it can be changed with strictly under the purview 9 

of, I guess, it is Westinghouse that could change it 10 

but not the Vogtle people couldn't change it. 11 

  MR. CUMMINS:  This is Ed Cummins.  The 12 

50.59 process is owned by the operators.  They would 13 

need Westinghouse information to support their 14 

assessment. 15 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay. 16 

  MR. JACKSON:  Everything you said, I'm not 17 

sure which committee member made that comment, but 18 

everything you said is true.  It is subject to the 19 

normal process.  It is subject to change under 50.59. 20 

 If you could conceive of a way that they could do 21 

that, I think that would be unlikely.  But it would be 22 

the COL making the change under 50.59. 23 

  Westinghouse could request an amendment to 24 

change it or the licensee could request a change, too. 25 
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  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay.  All right.  Well I 1 

think I have made the point. 2 

  MEMBER BONACA:  Why wouldn't it be in tech 3 

specs? 4 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  The question is why is it 5 

not part of the technical specifications, like some 6 

other things are? 7 

  MR. JACKSON:  Well I mean I suppose we 8 

could put it in the tech specs but we have established 9 

tech specs, standard content of tech specs many, many 10 

years ago and this is not one of them.  I mean, there 11 

is many, many parameters in the site that are 12 

controlled in the FSAR.  And this is just another one. 13 

  So what criterion in the tech specs would 14 

it meet, I guess. 15 

  MR. McKIRGAN:  Chris, pause for just a 16 

moment.  Ravi were you going to chime in here? 17 

  MR. JOSHI:  Sure.  This is Ravi Joshi, the 18 

PM for the Vogtle. 19 

  If you look at the tech spec requirements 20 

under 50.26(c)(ii) criteria, there are four criterias. 21 

 And if you go into the criterias, you will find that 22 

not the criteria has been satisfied.  Therefore, it is 23 

not a part of tech spec. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  That sounds like a 25 
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definitive answer but also one that is very obscure as 1 

to what it means.  I guess we can examine it later.  2 

Probably we should move on. 3 

  MEMBER BONACA:  We wrote a letter that 4 

said that this number should never be changed, unless 5 

if an analysis were to be done, etcetera.  Do you 6 

remember the letter we wrote? 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes. 8 

  MEMBER BONACA:  And so if it is such a 9 

hard number, why shouldn't it be in tech specs such as 10 

 the safety limits? 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, that is a question 12 

that is on the table, Mario.  We got an answer which 13 

was that it doesn't meet the definition for inclusion 14 

in the tech specs.  And I am just saying let's come 15 

back and examine that later because I don't want to 16 

get off into a -- 17 

  MEMBER BONACA:  I agree. 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  -- philosophical debate 19 

about standards tech specs right now. 20 

  MR. JACKSON:  Right.  I mean, there is a 21 

lot of parameters that don't end up in the tech specs. 22 

 The actual ECCS flows are not in tech specs and the 23 

actual NPSH required for the pump isn't in tech specs. 24 

 So this would be a second or third tier parameter. 25 
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  We all agree that it is very, very 1 

important and that it is critical for plant safety but 2 

there are a lot of those that are controlled in Tier 3 

2, just routine Tier 2.   4 

  So we think it is okay this way.  If the 5 

committee has other views, obviously we will consider 6 

them. 7 

  Can I move on? 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes. 9 

  MR. JACKSON:  Okay.  The housekeeping 10 

procedures require that work areas be maintained in a 11 

clean fashion and returned to original conditions upon 12 

completion of work. 13 

  Let's move to sampling on the next slide, 14 

please. 15 

  Okay, a sampling program is implemented 16 

consistent with NEI Guidance 94-07 as supplemented by 17 

the NRC safety evaluation.  Latent debris sampling is 18 

implemented before startup.  Sampling is conducted 19 

after containment exit cleanliness inspections to 20 

provide reasonable assurance of the plant latent 21 

debris meets debris design basis. 22 

  A little more detail on the sampling 23 

program described in NEI 2004-07.  For vertical 24 

surfaces, you know, concrete walls, the liner, 25 
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vertical piping and equipment, each should be sampled 1 

in a minimum of three locations.  There is a sample 2 

collection methodology specified for horizontal 3 

surfaces as well. 4 

  When you get to analyzing the debris 5 

captured, there are two acceptable methods in the 6 

guidance document.  There is a conservative approach 7 

and then there is also an approach where you can do a 8 

wet filtering approach and drying, using analysis.  9 

Based on that, you characterize a fiber-to-particulate 10 

mass ratio and compare it to the design-basis limit. 11 

  So this is the sampling program. 12 

  All right.  The next slide deals with 13 

corrective action.  Obviously this is an Appendix B 14 

program.  This is safety related.  It deals with 15 

safety-related pumps in the design basis.  The results 16 

are evaluated post-startup and any nonconforming 17 

results will be addressed in the corrective action 18 

program. 19 

  Just to put this into perspective on how 20 

important this is, operating reactors have entered a 21 

nonconforming debris into their corrective action 22 

program on a couple of occasions.  In one instance, a 23 

reactor that was operating at full power was shut down 24 

when debris generation assumptions were discovered not 25 
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to be consistent with the as-found plant. 1 

  So putting this in Appendix B, this being 2 

in Appendix B makes it quite important for the plant. 3 

 A sampling and testing or having the applicants 4 

sample and test prior to startup makes it very 5 

important to them.  So obviously, it is in everyone's 6 

best interest to make sure the containment is 7 

maintained in a clean way and then we verify that 8 

through testing. 9 

  I wanted to provide a little bit of a 10 

comparison with the operating fleet, some questions  11 

came up at a prior meeting, just to provide some 12 

comparisons. 13 

  Operating reactor containment cleanliness 14 

programs and cleanliness overall has improved 15 

significantly over the past ten years.  Like operating 16 

reactors, AP1000 cleanliness program requires clean up 17 

work areas, walkdowns and good maintenance practices. 18 

 This is the most important thing.  I mean, this is 19 

where it all happens to have good procedures all 20 

throughout the plant. 21 

  Where this kind of goes beyond operating  22 

reactors is that this program is specifically 23 

described in the FSAR.  My experience is I have never 24 

seen an FSAR-described program in an operating reactor 25 
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world.  So there would be a little more control over 1 

this. 2 

  This identified specific sampling 3 

techniques.  There is only one facility or two sites 4 

that I am aware of that actually go in and sample on a 5 

routine basis in the operating reactor world.  The 6 

rest do not.  They have the cleanliness programs but 7 

they don't actually sample.  So this goes a little bit 8 

beyond what operating reactors are doing. 9 

  And then we actually characterize the 10 

latent debris into its various types and compare that 11 

to an acceptance criteria. 12 

  So we obviously built on operating 13 

reactors.  I mean cleanliness programs, there is 14 

nothing unique about cleanliness.  So we took what we 15 

have learned in operating reactors and built on that 16 

here.  Given the type of acceptance criteria we have 17 

on this particular design, we think what we have is 18 

appropriate and we are satisfied with what the 19 

applicant has provided. 20 

  That is all I have.  I welcome questions. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Questions, please. 22 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Well not quite a question.  23 

Just a comment.  So it looks very good. 24 

  Two things.  As one who has read an awful 25 
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lot of fire events and has been in a lot of 1 

containments, it strikes me that -- and looked at a 2 

lot of incidents where people have done things not 3 

quite in accordance with procedures, one of the 4 

reasons that happens is because procedures are 5 

different here and there.  And having different 6 

requirements in one of your plants from the other is 7 

just seems like it is asking for a problem later. 8 

  And the other is when the COL PRA is done 9 

or when your startup PRA is done, especially given 10 

that one note of at least one event where people have 11 

been found not to have met their requirements, there 12 

probably ought to be something in the PRA about the 13 

chance that you don't meet those requirements and 14 

looking at what the impact of that would be.  Just a 15 

comment. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, you mean to tell me 17 

that the PRA doesn't consider the possibility of 18 

excess? 19 

  MEMBER BLEY:  We don't have a PRA for this 20 

plant yet that is built to this level.  And as I 21 

recall, I don't think it is in the DCD PRA. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well I think there are some 23 

slides that -- 24 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I'm just saying there is a 25 
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statement that says it will be clean.  I think there 1 

is a statement like that but it has been a while since 2 

I have looked. 3 

  MR. CUMMINS:  This is Ed Cummins.  We 4 

presented in the last ACRS meeting the sensitivity of 5 

acceptance criteria and showed that we had some 6 

margin.  But that is not in the PRA.  But that was a 7 

very recent calculation that occurred to support the 8 

ACRS.  So it is not in the PRA. 9 

  And whether it needs to be in the PRA of 10 

the Applicant, that is -- 11 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Not your job. 12 

  MR. CUMMINS:  I'm not sure it is required. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, but I thought that is 14 

what we are talking about here was the PRA of the 15 

applicant. 16 

  MEMBER BLEY:  That's what I'm talking 17 

about, yes.   18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well Dennis, it sounds like 19 

a reasonable issue to -- 20 

  MEMBER BLEY:  It doesn't affect what we 21 

are doing right now.  That's all.   22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes but for goodness sakes 23 

 one would think if PRA has any relevance at all, it 24 

would include something like this. 25 
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  MEMBER BLEY:  I would have thought so. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, all right. 2 

  MR. PENG:  Ladies and gentlemen, my name 3 

is Shi Jeng Peng.  I am the reviewer for Vogtle's 4 

application Section 6.4 habitability system. 5 

  Today I am going to present four key 6 

topics of interest as summarized from staff's safety 7 

evaluation.  Two of the issues related to standard 8 

content open items.  They have been described by 9 

Applicant before but I will give you more detail 10 

later.  And the other two topics are related to site-11 

specific issues.  12 

  Next slide, please. 13 

  The first open item is the issue come from 14 

 my staff who work for Section 2.23.  They calculate 15 

the chemical concentration at containment impact for 16 

ground level for these two chemicals, hydrazine and 17 

carbon dioxide, will exceed the IDLH limits.  IDLH is 18 

immediately dangerous to life or health limits for 19 

hydrogen is about 50 ppm for carbon dioxide, although 20 

it is not toxic but still we will suffocate people.  21 

So in NUREG report, we still put it like 14,000 ppm as 22 

the IDLH limit for carbon dioxide. 23 

  When we have this concern about the intake 24 

 concentration higher than IDLH limit, the staff ask 25 
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containment branch to look on how about the inside 1 

containment concentration.  When I do the calculation, 2 

I get the same higher concentration, higher than IDLH. 3 

 And we have a concern so when we starting issue I 4 

asked Applicant, is there any design features apply 5 

accredited this analysis.  And they responded, they 6 

described us, yes, some design features accredited. 7 

  Among them, the most important is, the 8 

first one is a containment relatively high between the 9 

risk of chemical and the containment location.  And 10 

the other one is that no more control room size. 11 

  And Applicant provided FSAR revision to 12 

indicate what kind of design features they used for 13 

their safety analysis.  Staff reviewed those 14 

information and even altered their calculation and 15 

performed confirmatory analysis and find that the 16 

information provided by Applicant are sufficient and 17 

acceptable. 18 

  So this open item is closed and resolved. 19 

 The proposed FSAR revision will be checked as a 20 

confirmatory item. 21 

  Next slide, please.  Thank you. 22 

  This issue is related to how much 23 

information Applicant already provided to us in terms 24 

of procedure and training on control room habitability 25 
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to meet the regulatory provisions.  Those regulatory 1 

provisions are described in Reg Guide 1.78 and 1.196. 2 

  Applicant proposed to revise their FSAR to 3 

address how procedure testing even the training of 4 

control room operator for habitability and the plan to 5 

implement it to comply with the regulatory provisions. 6 

  The staff concluded that the information 7 

in proposed FSAR revision provided by Applicant are 8 

acceptable.  So this issue has been resolved and 9 

closed and going to be checked as another conformity 10 

item. 11 

  Next slide. 12 

  This issue is quite similar to the first 13 

issue open item.  The only difference is site-specific 14 

chemical.  First one is MPA methoxypropylamine is long 15 

name but we call it MPA.  And the other one is 16 

ammonium bisulfite.  Those two chemicals are site-17 

specific but the issues that we keep asking is there 18 

any design features credited in the safety analysis.  19 

Their response say yes.  And they are going to provide 20 

FSAR revision and indicate what kind of design feature 21 

they used in their safety analysis. 22 

  Staff altered their calculation again and 23 

performed confirmatory analysis again and concluded 24 

that the information they provide is correct and meet 25 
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the acceptance criteria.  So this issue is resolved 1 

and closed. 2 

  And again, it is going to be confirmatory 3 

item for their FSAR revision. 4 

  The last issue is related to things that 5 

are used by Applicant to perform their FSAR analysis 6 

described in Section 223.  We find that the number, 7 

the data they used for control room exchange rate is 8 

relatively smaller than the other applicants we asked 9 

this question.  And Applicant responded that they will 10 

modify their data and redo their analysis and provide 11 

FSAR revision. 12 

  And we reviewed those description and even 13 

do the same confirmatory analysis and find their 14 

result is acceptable.  And this issue has been 15 

resolved.  Actually it has already been revised in the 16 

most recent version of FSAR.   17 

  This ends my presentation. 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any questions?  All right. 19 

 Is that it, then?  Thank you very much. 20 

  We will now take a lunch break and we will 21 

pick up with Item 6 on our agenda today right after 22 

lunch.  We will break until 1:20. 23 

  (Whereupon, the above-entitled went off 24 

the record at 12:19 p.m., and resumed at 1:21 p.m.) 25 

26 
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 A-F-T-E-R-N-O-O-N S-E-S-S-I-O-N 1 

(1:21 p.m.) 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  We are on the record 3 

again.  We are going to take up Item 6, which is a 4 

very obscure entry.  What does it mean?  Vogtle -- 5 

A.A., SNC, E.G., NuStart.  Eddie Grant must be E.G. 6 

and Amy is A.A.  What are you talking about?  Chapter 7 

5, I guess.  Okay. 8 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  I guess they were looking 9 

to save some space. 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I guess so.  I figured it 11 

out, though, at the last second. 12 

  MR. WANG:  Excuse me.  So this line is 13 

open. 14 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Yes. 15 

  MR. WANG:  We will close, okay, Item 8 and 16 

9. 17 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  That is correct.  Chapter 5 18 

and I will note that the title slide did say standard 19 

topics but we are prepared to cover any topic.  20 

Although I do think Chapter 5 is all standard. 21 

  So, this is the contents of Chapter 5, 22 

again.  We have presented the over view previously of 23 

the chapter and then today we are going to talk about 24 

material from Sections 5.1 and 5.2 and 5.3. 25 
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  We did not have any open items in 5.  And 1 

the two topics that we are going to discuss today 2 

relate to new DCD information items that were added 3 

between Rev 17 and 18.  So we will start with 5.2-3.  4 

  There was an RAI that was addressed to,  5 

that I believe was word for word the same that was 6 

addressed to both Westinghouse and the COLA at the 7 

same time.  And we worked together to provide that 8 

answer.  And the way Westinghouse responded was by 9 

creating the information item.  And then we addressed 10 

it by -- And again this relates to how we would 11 

respond to unidentified RCS leakage inside 12 

containment.   13 

  We will have operating procedures that 14 

specify operator actions in response to prolonged low 15 

level and identify leakage conditions.  So those 16 

procedures would then give the operators time to take 17 

action before the tech spec limit is reached.  And 18 

they would also include identifying, monitoring, 19 

trending, and redressing prolonged low-level leakage. 20 

  These procedures will be developed using 21 

the guidance of Reg Guide 1.45. 22 

  Section 5.3-7 is another new information 23 

item that relates to Quickloc weld and service 24 

inspection.  That is where Westinghouse created an 25 
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item and we indicated that we would perform 100 1 

percent volumetric examination of the weld build upon 2 

the reactor vessel head for these instrumentation 3 

penetrations with the Quickloc material.  They are 4 

conducted once during each Section XI one 20-month 5 

inspection interval.  We would use the accepted 6 

standards in accordance with ASME Section XI and the 7 

personnel performing those exams would be qualified in 8 

accordance with Section XI as well, Appendix VIII. 9 

  And that is all we have for Chapter 5. 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Short and 11 

sweet.  Thank you.  Any questions?  Okay so then we 12 

will, as we typically do, we will hear from the staff 13 

on Chapter 5. 14 

  We will bring forward things from tomorrow 15 

that we are able to do today, if there are any such, 16 

and thereby improve our chances of timely condition 17 

tomorrow. 18 

  MS. GOETZ:  Hi.  I am Sujata Goetz.  I am 19 

the PM for Chapter 5.  Chapter 5 had two new COL 20 

information items.  With me is Raul Hernandez and John 21 

Honcharik from the tech staff to talk about them.   22 

  Raul from SBPA will discuss the RCS low-23 

level leakage, followed by John Honcharik from CIB1 24 

who will discuss the Quickloc nozzle ISI. 25 
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  So we will start with Raul.  Well we will 1 

start with John, then.  This is the next slide, 2 

Quickloc. 3 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Afternoon.  Yes, I was 4 

here to talk about the Quickloc nozzle ISI.  As 5 

Applicant has stated, I will give you some background 6 

on this stuff. 7 

  Westinghouse had proposed a COL action 8 

item in the DCD, which stated that the COL holder 9 

would include 100 percent volumetric inspection of the 10 

Quickloc weld buildup and it would be performed every 11 

ten years, using acceptance criteria Section XI of the 12 

ASME Code.  The staff found this acceptable and we 13 

presented this in September to the ACRS. 14 

  MEMBER SHACK:  I must have slept through 15 

it.  What is a Quickloc weld? 16 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Okay.  This is basically a 17 

Quickloc is a mechanism where they insert the 18 

instrument penetrations into the head.  Previously 19 

they had 42 penetrations, small diameter, one inch or 20 

so, going into the vessel head.  Now they traded this 21 

larger one where they have eight of them and they are 22 

basically larger, about seven and a half-inch 23 

diameter.  So they could fit maybe six or eight of 24 

these instrument penetrations in there.   25 



 

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

 132 

  So in doing this, typically how they had 1 

it before was the J-groove weld, kind of like the 2 

CRDs.  But these are a little bigger.  So they went to 3 

something more like a full penetration weld.  But to 4 

do this, they basically did a weld buildup to come up 5 

and then machine it.  And the end were dependent on 6 

the low versus high side, anywhere from seven to 7 

fourteen inches high. 8 

  So basically then the Quickloc mechanism 9 

attaches to it, which is stainless steel.  So the weld 10 

buildup is alloy steel, similar to what is on the 11 

vessel head.  So that is a similar metal weld. 12 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  So you have a weld buildup 13 

of a carbon steel -- 14 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Low-alloy. 15 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  -- low-alloy, but still 16 

mostly.  But then it is a mechanical joint to a 17 

stainless steel.  Some sort of a mechanical? 18 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Yes, mechanical nozzle but 19 

that is welded onto the low-alloy steel weld buildup. 20 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Oh, okay.  And the 21 

inspection you are talking about is the weld buildup 22 

part? 23 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Actually the weld buildup. 24 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay. 25 
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  MR. HONCHARIK:  Propose the question okay, 1 

you are going to this ISI for similar metal weld.  2 

What about the weld buildup?  Okay, so we had back and 3 

forth on RAIs whether or nor or what kind of 4 

inspection will be done on this.  And this was the 5 

outcome of that discussion. 6 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Is there a heat treatment 7 

involved for that weld deposit? 8 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Yes.  I mean, that is 9 

fabricated with the vessel head. 10 

  MEMBER SHACK:  With the vessel head. 11 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Right. 12 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Okay so that is all put 13 

together.  Yes, okay. 14 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Yes. 15 

  MEMBER SHACK:  It all goes through the 16 

final heat treatment. 17 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  It all goes -- Yes.  18 

Machined and everything and heat treated and then it 19 

gets -- 20 

  MEMBER BROWN:  And so the only other weld 21 

is the one when you put the whole assembly in and you 22 

did the seal weld at the top? 23 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Right.  And there is also 24 

cladding on the top of that weld buildup for it to do 25 
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the metal on top. 1 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Has it been used before?  2 

Is it new? 3 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  The Quickloc mechanism is 4 

not new.  They have it on already, I think, four 5 

plants. 6 

  MEMBER BROWN:  But the size was bigger.  I 7 

may have got it reversed. 8 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  Well when operating plants 9 

they use this Quickloc mechanism, so they are actually 10 

using the existing penetrations that are there.  So 11 

they didn't have this weld buildup.  They just 12 

basically cut the other instrumentation that they had 13 

and welded that to it. 14 

  So basically, it was the same old -- It 15 

might have been the smaller diameter, they may have 16 

more of them but the Quickloc mechanism itself is not 17 

 new. 18 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay. 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No, it certainly isn't. 20 

  MR. HONCHARIK:  So basically the applicant 21 

proposed this new standard COL 5.3(S)7.  And basically 22 

they stated they would develop during the development 23 

of the ASME Code Section XI ISI program that they will 24 

augment the ISI program to include this 100 percent 25 
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volumetric inspection every ten years. 1 

  The staff finds that the proposed standard 2 

COL item acceptable.  It proposes 100 volumetric 3 

inspection every ten years.  It is similar to other 4 

reactor coolant pressure boundary weld inspections.  5 

And also with this inspection, flaws that could affect 6 

the weld integrity could be detected. 7 

  Therefore, the integrity of the weld 8 

buildup can be ensured periodic inspection, thereby 9 

meeting the requirements of GDC 32. 10 

  That concludes my presentation. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Any other questions? 12 

 All right, thank you.  Low-level leakage. 13 

  MR. HERNANDEZ:  Yes.  Hi, my name is Raul 14 

Hernandez from NRO.  I will be presenting Chang Li's 15 

evaluation for Section 5.2-5.  16 

  As the Applicant stated that during the 17 

review of the DCD, we asked the Applicant and the DCD 18 

Applicant to address the prolonged low-level leakage. 19 

 This is an item that is lessons learned from the 20 

Davis-Besse accident or situation. 21 

  And we sent an RAI to the DCD Applicant, 22 

which they addressed, creating this COL action item.  23 

And the Applicant answered the COL action item 24 

committing to develop operational procedures for the 25 
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prolonged low-level RCS leak detection prior to fuel 1 

load.  These procedures will also include trending, 2 

monitoring, of the low-level leakage, and would allow 3 

for actions prior to leakage reaching tech spec 4 

limits, which was the scenario that we were evaluating 5 

in this case. 6 

  The staff evaluated the Applicant's 7 

response and we were satisfied with the proposed 8 

response what they were going to do because it meets 9 

the criteria set in 1.45, Rev 1; Reg Guide 1.45, 10 

Revision 1. 11 

  Any questions? 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No, it doesn't sound like 13 

it.  Thank you very much.   14 

  That concludes Chapter 5, does it? 15 

  MR. JOSHI:  Yes. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Okay, with 17 

that, then we are supposed to have lunch but we have 18 

already had lunch.  So we will go on. 19 

  We are now going to have closed sessions 20 

from the Applicant and from the staff for Loss of 21 

Large Areas. 22 

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the 23 

record at 1:34 p.m. and resumed at 1:51 24 

p.m. in Closed Session.) 25 
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 A F T E R N O O N  S E S S I O N 1 

 1:51 p.m. 2 

OPEN SESSION 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  The meeting will again be 4 

open for continuing the agenda for today.  The next 5 

item on the agenda is the Applicant and Chapter 14. 6 

  [BRIDGE OPERATOR ANNOUNCEMENTS.] 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  We're taking up 8 

now Chapter 14, the presentation by the Applicant. 9 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Okay.  Amy Altman from 10 

Southern and Bob Hirmanpour from NuStart, and we also 11 

have Thom Ray from Westinghouse with us.  So there's 12 

not a whole lot of material to cover here really.  We 13 

again had presented some material with the SER with 14 

open items, and the open items that were in the SER 15 

were really more tracking items for the staff, and did 16 

not require action from us. 17 

  So we do not have anything to really 18 

address with respect to the open items.  19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Understood. 20 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So there have been two 21 

additional changes since the last time we discussed 22 

Chapter 14.  The first item had to do with a 23 

description of the non-supervisory test engineer's 24 

qualification.  That was found to be missing from the 25 
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description of our qualification program, and so we've 1 

indicated that we're going to follow the guidance of 2 

Reg Guide 1.28 and ASME NQA 1 1994, Appendix 2, Alpha-3 

1.   4 

  So those personnel will meet the 5 

qualifications that are described in that Reg Guide.  6 

The second item had to do with some of the license 7 

conditions for the initial test program that we had 8 

proposed.  We had probably seven or eight different 9 

license conditions that we're proposing, that we have 10 

proposed to address the nuclear test program. 11 

  Upon giving those another look, it was 12 

felt that we could probably do some reorganization and 13 

consolidation for some of those, and have those pulled 14 

together a little neater.  So we provided that the 15 

approved pre-op and start-up test procedures would be 16 

included in a schedule submitted to the NRC. 17 

  Any changes to the test program are 18 

recorded within one month of such a change, and any 19 

results of tests conducted during pre-op testing would 20 

be reviewed and evaluated. 21 

  And I don't know if you want details of 22 

those proposed conditions, but that is, I think, all 23 

we had for Chapter 14. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, anybody on the 25 



 

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

 139 

Committee want to go through the results?  Now Amy, 1 

while you're still there, let me take it side track 2 

for a moment, just in the interest of trying to make 3 

sure we don't leave anything open.  Are you sure  all 4 

your folks here on the Containment Coatings 5 

presentation -- 6 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  I believe we still have 7 

most people here. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  We've been joined by 9 

member Sanjoy Banerjee, and I just want to make sure 10 

that we take advantage of their being here, if 11 

necessary, to answer any -- he's looked at the 12 

presentation that was given, and we talked at quite a 13 

bit of length both about the testing and the 14 

inspection that's done as part of your program.   15 

  But I think he may have a specific 16 

question, and you may want to have somebody come up to 17 

give a specific answer.  It has to do with the debris 18 

accumulation in the weir and maybe something else.  So 19 

Sanjoy? 20 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Well, looking at the 21 

presentation, it seems we addressed debris issues and 22 

how you're inspecting for them.  My concern for some 23 

time has been to ensure that the water distributes 24 

properly from the weir, because that's critical to 25 
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cooling across these stripes and whatever the form. 1 

  So how are you ensuring that, you know, 2 

there is no accumulation in those regions of debris or 3 

anything else which might maldistribute the water?  4 

You may have addressed the question, so -- 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, they have, but I 6 

wanted to let you express it in the exact way that you 7 

have, and give them a chance to address it 8 

specifically as well.  Let me just say that, of 9 

course, they went through quite a description of the 10 

means by which debris is prevented from getting in in 11 

the first instance, but there's always some small 12 

debris particles that can accumulate.  That's 13 

understood. 14 

  They talked about the inspections that are 15 

done, which include about 50 percent of the 16 

containment exterior at each refueling outage, a very 17 

close examination, 100 percent overall visually.  But 18 

with that sort of background.  So we did talk about 19 

it.  Nevertheless, let's talk about the weirs 20 

themselves and the possibility that debris would 21 

accumulate in the weirs that would affect the water 22 

flow distribution.   23 

  Here's the gentlemen who was the principle 24 

spokesman on the subject. 25 
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  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It's not just debris 1 

that is there, but debris that might also be washed 2 

down.   3 

  MR. REDD:  Now I believe the question I 4 

heard last was a question about the degree in which 5 

wash down -- 6 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Well more.  The debris 7 

which would be there and the debris which would 8 

possibly come with the water as it flows down. 9 

  MR. REDD:  I think the second part of your 10 

question, I think we can address that fairly rapidly. 11 

 I think we discussed earlier this morning about the 12 

means and mechanisms that the AP-1000 has to isolate 13 

large debris away from the  containment weir.   14 

  So that most of the debris that is 15 

partially to occur on the vessel is fine particulate 16 

or much, much smaller items, and why this is important 17 

to your question is that the weir system is the dams 18 

that collect the water, the connection that goes 19 

between the dam and the distribution box, and then you 20 

have your distribution --.   21 

  Now your areas of potential clogging, the 22 

most significant location, will be there at the 23 

beginning of that connection tube.  That connection 24 

tube and I'll ask Mr. Rusty Berger if he's still in 25 
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the room.  I believe that connection tube is 4 by 4; 1 

is that correct, Mr. Brockoff? 2 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Yes. 3 

  MR. REDD:  So it's a 16 square inches that 4 

you have to collect your water and flow through.  So 5 

the opportunity for a large object, or even a 6 

collection of larger objects to block that tube and 7 

prevent flow into a particular tube is fairly limited 8 

due to the large size of that connection tube. 9 

  Where we also have an advantage is the 10 

tubes are all connected; or excuse me, the 11 

distribution troughs are connected, so that each 12 

trough also sees flow from adjacent distribution boxes 13 

as the water spills over from the distribution boxes. 14 

  The weirs themselves have holes in them 15 

between the channels, and the entire intent of that 16 

arrangement is that even if you do have some form of 17 

blockage at some point along that large distribution, 18 

there are alternate paths for the water to flow 19 

through and through the natural behavior of water 20 

self-equalize, and then continue down the next step 21 

below the weir as an equal distribution. 22 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So do you have a sketch 23 

of the -- 24 

  MR. REDD:  I'm sorry, Dr. Banerjee. 25 
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  MS. AUGHTMAN:  We do, but it's marked as 1 

security-related information.  It's in your package.  2 

So you can look at it.  We just can't show it to the 3 

audience.   4 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Not the whole thing, but 5 

just the sketch of the weir -- 6 

  MR. REDD:  Apparently once and -- 7 

  (Simultaneous discussion.) 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, they didn't show the 9 

detail as a --.  I'm trying to just get to the large 10 

one here, so we make sure that we're on the right 11 

page.  I thought it was in here.  Hold on.  Be 12 

patient. 13 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It's security-related in 14 

the sense of dimensions? 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No, overall.  Right here.  16 

This thing here, because of all that detail that they 17 

chose to leave in.  I think it was 28, sort of a  18 

sketch of -- 19 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Oh, this I know.  All 20 

right.  Well, I just want to start with that.   21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So that's all we have in 22 

this package here. 23 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  I was looking for more 24 

detail of, you know, what you're saying verbally, 25 
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because I sort of follow what you're saying.   1 

  MR. REDD:  But if a picture's worth 1,000 2 

words, yes sir.  We are -- 3 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It's related to -- are 4 

we in open session Harold, or what? 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, I think that their 6 

distribution box we can certainly talk about in open 7 

session.  If we had a picture, we should show it.  The 8 

only reason why we were in closed session was that the 9 

cross-section that I showed you there includes other 10 

information that they felt needed to be in closed 11 

session.   12 

  But the distribution box, we've seen 13 

pictures of them before, Sanjoy. 14 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  I remember seeing 15 

them.  I just can't -- 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I think this issue that 17 

Jason's talking about here, of the potential for 18 

clogging or lack thereof and if it does clog, the 19 

redistribution, would be helped if we had that picture 20 

available that we saw a couple of meetings ago. 21 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Or if you could make one 22 

available if you can't show it.  I could look at it 23 

this evening or something. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  We won't hang this up very 25 
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much.  I just want to give him a chance to see if they 1 

can locate it quickly. 2 

  MR. REDD:  Chairman Ray, if you could give 3 

us just a moment.  We know the image you want.  We 4 

know it exists.  It's a matter of finding it on the 5 

machines we have available to us. 6 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So what you're saying is 7 

that it's not an inspection item.  It's simply that 8 

you keep the large debris out. 9 

  MR. REDD:  For larger, for clogging, for 10 

clogging of the weirs and faults, it's a matter of 11 

keeping the large debris out and taking advantage of 12 

the large openings in the system, and also take 13 

advantage of the system design, which is designed in 14 

mind that you could have a localized, you know, 15 

potentially have a localized low restriction, and 16 

that's why those flow holes exist throughout the 17 

trough, throughout the trough system, to allow water 18 

to redistribute itself naturally using just natural 19 

gravity, for the exact reason that you asked the 20 

question. 21 

  DR. WALLIS:  Jason, I don't think he know 22 

how fine the screen is around your shield plant. 23 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes, I really don't know 24 

that either. 25 
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  MR. REDD:  Our screen at the top of the 1 

shield, or excuse me, above the containment vessel, 2 

there's a concrete shield plate that provides 3 

radiological shielding, and in between the top of the 4 

shield plate and the bottom of the conical portion of 5 

the shield building, there is a fine mesh screen.  6 

It's a No. 10 screen. 7 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Which is -- what is the 8 

-- 9 

  MR. REDD:  Which is 10 millimeters is the 10 

actual hole size. 11 

  (Simultaneous speaking.) 12 

  MR. REDD:  Yes sir.  It's a very fine 13 

screen. 14 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Okay.  I think that 15 

answers my question actually, because I worry about 16 

things like what happens to my gutters. 17 

  MR. REDD:  This will take care of pine 18 

straw, acorns, whatever all our homes are subject to 19 

are excluded from -- 20 

  DR. WALLIS:  We talked about hail stones, 21 

too. 22 

  MR. REDD:  We talked about hail stones.  23 

For large debris to roll down like a gutter clogging 24 

issue, I do not see that as being a realistic 25 
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scenario, and we have -- 1 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Can you clog that 2 

screen? 3 

  MR. REDD:  Can we clog that screen?  I'm 4 

certain that -- 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Let's make sure we 6 

understand.  When the flow is outward to the screen, 7 

the screen is talking about the flow is from inside 8 

the shield building out the -- 9 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Oh, I know.  But stuff 10 

falling in. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  But I was just responding 12 

to can you clog it.  It would clogged by something 13 

that was in the reverse direction from normal flow was 14 

my only point, as opposed to it being drawn in and 15 

clogging it as -- like a vacuum cleaner bag being 16 

clogged. 17 

  MR. REDD:  The natural flow would be to 18 

flush any debris off of this mesh screen.  Is there 19 

some sort of mechanism plausible?  I'm sure there's 20 

some -- 21 

  MEMBER SHACK:  What's the dimensions of 22 

the screen again? 23 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  It's big. 24 

  MEMBER SHACK:  It's big.  I mean diameter 25 
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and height? 1 

  MR. REDD:  The diameter -- 2 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  About 32 feet and it's 3 

about five feet high, I believe.  It's basically the 4 

opening of the chimney size. 5 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Right.  I've seen the 6 

picture. 7 

  MR. BURGER:  Rusty Burger, Westinghouse.  8 

Mr. Ray earlier was speaking of these collection tubes 9 

essentially that funnel the water into what we call a 10 

distribution box opposite the troughs, that distribute 11 

the water under the containment shelf. 12 

  Now even though just a minor clarification 13 

there.  They're a little smaller.  They're 2 by 2 at 14 

the top weirs and 2 by 6 at the bottom weirs.  15 

However, we've taken additional provisions to provide 16 

flow area increasing screens over those, since they 17 

are, you know, a more vulnerable point at the weir 18 

system. 19 

  So even, it's very unlikely that that 20 

could get clogged, because these screens, play in a 21 

significantly larger area than the opening itself.  So 22 

even if something --  23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  There's screens?  Wait a 24 

minute.  There's screens at the inlet to the trough? 25 
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  MR. BURGER:  Yes.  So that's just an 1 

additional provision. 2 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Several feet long, to 3 

protect an opening this big we have a long screen, for 4 

any debris that would have washed on in there. 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I didn't think that was 6 

showing in this picture that Amy's been looking for.  7 

We put you through the trust and -- 8 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  What I have is Slide 21, 9 

which shows the -- 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, he's talking about a 11 

screen at the inlet. 12 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  This just is the 13 

one that Graham was talking about. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Right.  But I'm talking now 15 

about something that I hadn't seen before, which was 16 

the screen to the inlet, in which flow is taken from 17 

the weir into the trough.   18 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So in Slides 20 and 21, 19 

you show the wire mesh that you're talking about? 20 

  MR. REDD:  Yes, I believe.  I'm sorry.  I 21 

don't have this slides in front of me.  I apologize. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I'm really puzzled now 23 

about this application, the installation of screens in 24 

the flow path of the water coming off the crown into 25 
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the boxes.  That's a new -- 1 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It's to make assurance, 2 

doubly sure, right? 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, you would almost 4 

think you'd be better served by not having screens 5 

there.  But I haven't really thought it through. 6 

  DR. WALLIS:  If they clog. 7 

  (Off the record comments.) 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  We're on the record here 9 

folks, so we need to -- 10 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Yes.  I have a drawing 11 

that I can put on the screen. 12 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Is that possible to put 13 

up on an open session? 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  This is a laptop user 15 

test that's part of the ACRS Subcommittee meeting.   16 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  I don't really want to 17 

divert you, the meeting. 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I know Sanjoy, but I'd 19 

rather not explain this at 5:30 tonight, after 20 

everybody's gone. 21 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Especially since we 22 

haven't seen the drawing.  It's changed.   23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Huh? 24 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  That weir thing.  I never 25 
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saw a screen before.  1 

  (Simultaneous discussion.) 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It's changed, but we didn't 3 

-- it wasn't apparent. 4 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It's not an inspection. 5 

 What they've really done is designed away the 6 

problem.  I understand. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, no, that's right, 8 

although we talked an awful lot about the inspections 9 

that will be done and, you know, their extensive but 10 

not -- you can certainly imagine a condition 11 

developing between the inspection points, which are 12 

generally outage-driven, that would compromise the 13 

system if it was vulnerable. 14 

  That's quite feasible, it would seem to 15 

me, particularly if you're in an environment in which 16 

material could get through these very fine mesh 17 

screens. 18 

  Now they haven't talked about 19 

contamination that will be drawn in; not come down 20 

through the chimney, but would be drawn in in the 21 

normal flow path.  Speak to that.  Oh, there we go.   22 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  This was the picture.  23 

This is from the previous presentation. 24 

  DR. WALLIS:  You might need to talk into 25 
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the mic. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Oh, he can hear.  That's 2 

all right. 3 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  This is from the previous 4 

presentation that we had given, which was an overview 5 

of the features, and this is equivalent for both upper 6 

and lower weirs essentially.  There's a collection dam 7 

that's welded to the top.  It's carbon steel.  These 8 

brackets are the mounting brackets that are carbon 9 

steel and then are bolted to here for the distribution 10 

box, and then the weir gutters and the notches that 11 

let the flow come back and underneath. 12 

  So obviously this is up off the bottom so 13 

we can get flow.  The only thing we did is in the 14 

design, we have a screen in here that's like an 15 

additional screen to keep from clogging this, and 16 

obviously that's a large screen, so it's not a level 17 

of detail we show in this drawing. 18 

  But as long as it has that opening in the 19 

whole screen area, that's sufficient.  So if you were 20 

to get some leaf or something that was 7-10th of an 21 

inch or 70 mils basically through there, they would 22 

wash down here and collect, and it would protect that 23 

-- 24 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So you've got a mesh 25 
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sort of parallel to that surface. 1 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Behind the dam and between 2 

the surface and going along to the other side.   3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Chuck, but you did that for 4 

a reason.  Why did you do it? 5 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Just as an additional 6 

safeguard. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Oh no, no, no.  Come on.  8 

There's got to be a reason why you did that that I'm 9 

not able to understand. 10 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  No, no.  It's just we 11 

looked at the design and said this is one other area 12 

we'd be interested in.  So we put a big screen there. 13 

 There's no particular -- because nothing can get 14 

through the opening size. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Well I'll tell you, 16 

when I saw that in the presentation, I certainly 17 

thought that what Jason said earlier today was the 18 

case, namely that there simply wasn't a potential for 19 

blockage.  Any screen that's of that potential with 20 

enough stuff you can block it. 21 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  If you make it 22 

sufficiently large.  It's just a redundancy to the 23 

inlet and outlet screens.  There's no thing that we 24 

expect to be either in the outlet screen or through 25 
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the inlet screen.  So it's just another Safeguards.  1 

There's no specific hazard that we've identified, 2 

other than whatever would be small enough to get 3 

through the screens. 4 

  DR. WALLIS:  The opening there is not -- 5 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  I don't -- it's several 6 

feet long probably, and the height of the dam.  So 7 

it's just -- I mean for whatever might be up there, 8 

dust and particulate, but small leaf sections or 9 

something.  There's no -- 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Dust and particulate, 11 

Jiminey Christmas. 12 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Well, there's no specific 13 

hazard sir, that we've identified.  It's limited by 14 

what can get through the inlet and outlet screens. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I don't need to tell you 16 

that this is stretching credibility here for just at 17 

least momentarily. 18 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  But you've got a lot more 19 

area than the box opening, right? 20 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Yes. 21 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  So that if you somehow got 22 

something that could block that little box, it could 23 

certainly not block the screen. 24 

  DR. WALLIS:  It's not a little box.  It's 25 
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4 by 4, isn't it? 1 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  2 by 2, but it varies.   2 

  DR. WALLIS:  2 by 2?  Oh. 3 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  But it's roughly four 4 

square inches, so we'd have an area that's bigger than 5 

that to protect it, and that's all you would really 6 

have to have open, is enough for the same flow area to 7 

go through. 8 

  DR. WALLIS:  That's kind of funny.  In 9 

order to make it distribute over a wide area, you may 10 

go through a small hole. 11 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Well, we have to collect 12 

it to get to the distribution boxes. 13 

  DR. WALLIS:  I understand, I understand. 14 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  To redistribute. 15 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So the argument he was 16 

making, which we sort of were buying into, was that 17 

hole is fairly big, 2 by 2 or he said 4 by 4.  But if 18 

it's 2 by 2, it doesn't matter.  Yes, it doesn't 19 

matter.  It's a big hole, yes.  It's four inches.  20 

  So if it was completely open, you'd need a 21 

big chunk of something to block it.  Otherwise, it 22 

wouldn't block.  So and you've got another screen 23 

which is rather fine, so nothing very large can get 24 

through that screen, right? 25 
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  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Yes.  It would be the 1 

dimensions of the screen.  It's like ten inches, ten 2 

screen wires per inch.  So it's about 70 mils 3 

approximately. 4 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So it's very fine? 5 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  Yes, in both directions. 6 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  When did you make this 7 

addition, Chuck? 8 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  I'm not sure. 9 

  MR. BURGER:  This is Rusty Berger from 10 

Westinghouse.  It was discussed during one of our 11 

design reviews, during our process there, and we just 12 

recognized it as sort of a restriction in the system, 13 

and thought it would just be prudent to put in a 14 

screen, since it's not a very complicated design 15 

addition.  Really, that was all the logic behind.   16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, okay.  We won't 17 

hammer on this anymore.  It's just that you should 18 

also appreciate that it's a significant difference 19 

between this picture and something that would have a 20 

screen there.  So now we'll have to think about that. 21 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So the screen is just in 22 

front of this, right? 23 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  In front of the -- it's 24 

like a -- I don't know that it's rounded. 25 
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  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It would flow with your 1 

hand maybe. 2 

  MR. BROCKHOFF:  It basically would go -- 3 

the height of this would go here and past it.  I think 4 

it was maybe several feet long.  It was really a 5 

comment that we got, I think, a while ago, maybe in 6 

the intermediate design review.  We were looking at 7 

where are the things of interest.  I don't remember 8 

the timing of it, but at any rate -- so there's no 9 

specific hazard. 10 

  There's nothing that can get through the 11 

outer screens, but we decided to add this as another 12 

safeguard.  There's nothing magical about it.  There's 13 

no specific hazard.  It was just a comment that during 14 

one of the design review comments, is that we could 15 

get material in there and block that potentially, and 16 

we said well, nothing smaller. 17 

  Well, they said maybe over the course of 18 

time you could have that, and that seemed to be for 19 

the flow for that segment that's the important one, 20 

particularly for the upper weir, because we go into 21 

divider pie-shaped pieces.  So for this first group, 22 

you would take away the flow from one pie-shaped 23 

section.  So that was an important thing to try and 24 

make -- 25 
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  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Well yes, that is the 1 

concern, that you would make sure that all these get 2 

flow, yes.  Okay.  I'm happy with it now.  Move on.  3 

Thank you. 4 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, good.  Anybody have 5 

any other questions?  Thank you for coming up with the 6 

picture.  That was the one we were hoping to take a 7 

look at.  Thank you.   8 

  All right.  We'll return then to the 9 

agenda, and Chapter 14, Item 11 on the agenda by the 10 

staff is what's next. 11 

  (Off record discussion.) 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right, Chapter 14. 13 

  MS. SPICHER:  Hi.  My name is Terri 14 

Spicher and I'm the Chapter PM for Chapter 14.  To my 15 

right is Raiu Patel.  He's the technical reviewer for 16 

Chapter 14. 17 

  Like Amy just shared with us, Chapter 14, 18 

we had two open items that were basically just 19 

tracking open items, and both of these open items have 20 

been closed, as Amy discussed.  So there's really no 21 

other technical content to talk about in Chapter 14.  22 

So any questions? 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No. 24 

  (Laughter.) 25 
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  MS. SPICHER:  Thank you. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It's always good to have 2 

something to help with the schedule.  You've just 3 

about got us right on time.  So that's good.  The 4 

question before the house then is whether to proceed 5 

with three or take a break now.  Amy, can you give me 6 

any guidance as to how long you think Chapter 3 will 7 

take in your case? 8 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  I'll be presenting that, 9 

and depending on the number of questions, I don't 10 

think it will take a long time to get through the 11 

material, probably 15 minutes. 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Because we had the late 13 

lunch, I'd just as soon take, you know, we can go a 14 

half hour or so before we take a break.  15 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  All right. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Thank you. 17 

  (Off record discussion.) 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, Wes. 19 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Talk about Chapter 3.  Now 20 

Chapter 3, portions of it, were presented to the ACRS 21 

Subcommittee at a previous time, and so we'll go over 22 

some of the things that have occurred since then. 23 

  There are 11 sections from Chapter 3.  24 

Like I said, a number of them have been gone over 25 
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before.  Next slide.  3.7 and 3.8 were not really 1 

covered in previous presentations, and so we'll start 2 

out with those. 3 

  There were no departures taken from the 4 

DCD.  The majority of the FSAR information is really 5 

addressing seal information items.  There was some 6 

standard supplement information provided and some 7 

site-specific supplemental information provided, which 8 

we'll talk about in a little more detail in future 9 

slides. 10 

  With respect to the COL items, 3.7-1, the 11 

seismic analysis of the dams, that was addressed 12 

actually in the ESP, and there are no dams of impact, 13 

and no indication from regulatory  guidance that there 14 

will be any dams developed on that waterway in the 15 

foreseeable future. 16 

  DR. WALLIS:  These are the dams on the 17 

rivers.  These are not the dams on the containment? 18 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That is correct.  That is 19 

correct.  3.7-2, they're both standard and the EG-20 

specific portions of open information items.  It has 21 

to do with post-earthquake procedures.  We will base 22 

those on the EPRI guidelines, which were endorsed by 23 

Reg Guides 1.116 and 1.167.   24 

  There is a VEGP-specific portion due to 25 
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the location of the free  fill instrumentation, which 1 

is different than what a number of plants you'll see, 2 

and that's primarily I'll talk about that in a minute, 3 

because of the fact that we're a soft soil site, and 4 

the way that our design is set up. 5 

  Seismic interaction review, which is Item 6 

3.7-3, it will be updated for as-built information, 7 

the ITAAC requirement.  3.7-4, reconciliation. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  What is that?  What is 9 

that? 3.7-3? 10 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  3.7-3 is basically looking 11 

at once you build the plant, there may be items like 12 

structures or components that are close to each other, 13 

that in a seismic event could contact one another 14 

potentially.  So it might be something that was not at 15 

the level of design or something  that was not 16 

considered in the original design.   17 

  So you'd look at that and say is that 18 

different than what we were anticipating, and does it 19 

have an effect on a seismic event and what do we need 20 

to do about that.  So it's just looking at 21 

interactions between components and structures. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Is this post-event or prior 23 

to -- 24 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  It's not post-event.  It's 25 
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post-construction or prior to operation. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I see. 2 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Isn't that a little late. 3 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Well, you're not operating 4 

yet, so you look and you do an evaluation and say 5 

okay, this is not something that was part of the 6 

original design.  It's very deviated a little bit.   7 

  What do we need to do with respect to it? 8 

 At that point, you might have to pull it out and redo 9 

something, put in some additional stiffeners, 10 

something to change the frequency or allow it where 11 

there wouldn't, you wouldn't have any interaction 12 

between those two components. 13 

  MR. CUMMINS:  This is Ed Cummins.  For the 14 

standard plant, with all of the standard plant 15 

buildings, we as part of the design cert do this.  We 16 

assess the -- but if the site put a site-specific 17 

building next to one of our, then that might have to 18 

have this issue.  19 

  MR. MOORE:  This is Don Moore with 20 

Southern Nuclear.  The seismic interaction review is 21 

basically a walkdown of the plant after construction. 22 

  23 

  It's part of looking at seismic Category 1 24 

equipment and make sure that it's probably anchored, 25 
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that equipment is installed per the qualifications, 1 

and as part of this, we also look for any unintended 2 

interactions that may have not been identified, such 3 

as maybe piping, maybe running close to a safety-4 

related piece of equipment, and that  during a seismic 5 

event there could be an impact.  So that provides 6 

additional assurance. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right, understood. 8 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay, and then like Don was 9 

saying, tied in with that is reconciliation of seismic 10 

analysis of structures, which is a post-license update 11 

of the as-built information.  12 

  Next.  Item 3.7-5, location of free-filled 13 

information sensor.  You all are familiar with our 14 

site.  That is, we have the blue berth marl (ph) about 15 

Elevation 90 and we've got basically a 45-degree cut-16 

in going down to the blue berth marl. 17 

  So we want to put that sensor where it's 18 

not over that cut-in, where it goes directly, the line 19 

of sight, so to speak, is directly from the surface 20 

all the way down to the blue beth marl.  21 

  That location's a little bit different 22 

than some other sites, as you might see.  So that 23 

gives us a good reading. 24 

  MR. MOORE:  The free field instrument is 25 
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an instrument that we actually use for checking for OB 1 

exceedance.  So we, our ground motion is at the ground 2 

surface, and it needs to be up top of the backfill, 3 

which is the material that supports the nuclear 4 

islands that were trying to capture the backfill 5 

seismic response, and then check that against OB, OBE 6 

exceedance criteria. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I understand. 8 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay.  Item 3.8-5, 9 

Structures Inspection Program.  These next three, 3.8-10 

5, 6 and 7 were added as a result of changes made to 11 

the DCD.  Inspections will be consistent with the 12 

maintenance fill, which is Part 6065 and related 13 

regulatory guidance, Reg Guide 1.160, related 14 

structures.  15 

  Construction procedures program.  For 16 

seismic Category 1, concrete-filled steel plate 17 

modules will have inspections before and after 18 

concrete placement, and includes mock-ups.  So we'll 19 

have a mock-up of that structure, go ahead and fill it 20 

with concrete and do inspections on it. 21 

  That gives us some practice with the 22 

process, to make sure that everything is good before 23 

we actually do it on the real plant.   24 

  3.9-7, As-Designed Piping Analyses.  Post-25 
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license completion of design reports, which will be 1 

available to the NRC for review and inspection. 2 

  There were some open items which were 3 

closed in the advance final SER.  Open Item 3.6-1, 4 

3.9-2, 3, 4, 5 and 3.10-1.  I believe there were also 5 

some additional open items, 1.1, 3.9-1, 3.11-1, but 6 

those were primarily holding points while the staff 7 

completed their review of the DCD.  There weren't any 8 

required actions for the COL as a result of those open 9 

items. 10 

  Next slide.  We'll also cover, in a future 11 

slide, one of the ACRS action items, which is Action 12 

Item No. 46 related to risk ranking of MOV testing.  13 

Again, that will be covered in a slide in just a few 14 

minutes.  There is some supplemental information added 15 

to Chapter 3 and Section 3.7.   16 

  Two standard items, 3.7-1 and 2 for 17 

maintenance repair and installation testing of seismic 18 

instrumentation, and then also 3.7-3, ground motion 19 

response --. 20 

  Open Item 3.6-1, As-Design Pipe Rupture 21 

Hazard Analysis.  The staff had noted in RAI 362-1 22 

that although the milestone was requested for as-23 

designed, the Applicant provided the as-built rather 24 

than the as-designed aspect. 25 
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  So in an April 23rd, 2010 letter, we 1 

proposed an ITAAC for the as-designed pipe rupture 2 

hazard analysis, a revised license condition, provided 3 

as FSAR Section 364.1 and a new SR Section 14.332 4 

related to pipe rupture hazards analyses, and the 5 

staff reviewed those items and found those acceptable 6 

to close that item.  7 

  DR. WALLIS:  I don't understand why you'd 8 

ever want to analyze what's designed and not built.  I 9 

mean you only want to analyze what's there and what's 10 

built, don't you? 11 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Well, you want to make sure 12 

-- well, two things, I guess.  You want to make sure 13 

that what you build is what was analyzed in the 14 

design.  So that's part of the thing they were asking 15 

for.  But yes, you'd want to make sure that in the 16 

end, what you finally built was consistent with what 17 

the design was.  18 

  So if you have an analysis of what the 19 

design is and you build it for the design --  20 

  DR. WALLIS:  That's okay too.  But if you 21 

address the as-built, even if it wasn't as-designed 22 

and it still meets the criteria, it's presumably okay. 23 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That's true.  24 

  DR. WALLIS:  So as-built is much more 25 
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important than as-designed, and you seem to have gone 1 

back to analyzing the as-designed.  That seems rather 2 

strange. 3 

  MR. GRANT:  This is Eddie Grant with 4 

NuStart.  We actually have both.  We have ITAAC on the 5 

as-designed and on the as-built. 6 

  DR. WALLIS:  On both, so that's okay. 7 

  MR. GRANT:  Verify it is as-built and -- 8 

  DR. WALLIS:  It should be the same.  Thank 9 

you. 10 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  But in this particular RAI, 11 

the request was for as-designed, and the answer was 12 

as-built.  So we had to go back and answer them per 13 

the question.   14 

  Next one.  Valve operability testing.  The 15 

staff noted the Applicant needed to clarify the 16 

described MOV testing, to submit a request to apply an 17 

alternative to the ASME code, use of code case OM 1 18 

Rev. 1, and update the FSAR.   19 

  In March and May letters, we proposed to 20 

apply the Joint Owners Group MOV periodic verification 21 

program for POVs and MOVs, to use the ASME code case 22 

OM-1 Rev. 1, and revise FSAR material.  Again, the 23 

staff reviewed that and found that acceptable. 24 

  MOV stroke time testing.  General letter 25 
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96.05 had requirements for periodic verification of 1 

design basis capabilities, and we in a March 1st, 2010 2 

letter, we address that generic letter and the 3 

provisions of Rev. Guide 1.192 for the use of the 4 

Joint Owners Group MOV periodic verification program, 5 

use of the code case and the revised material.  The 6 

staff found that to be acceptable. 7 

  Other power operated valve testing.  The 8 

staff noted the Applicant needs to clarify testing of 9 

the design basis capability's applicability to the 10 

power operated valves, other than AOVs and MOVs, and 11 

in two letters that we responded to the NRC, we 12 

identified the intent to in fact apply the periodic 13 

verification program for the other POVs as well as 14 

MOVs and AOVs. 15 

  Flow-induced vibration testing.  The 16 

effects on valves and dynamic restraints within the 17 

IST program.  The staff wanted to make sure that we 18 

had that as part of our initial test program, and in a 19 

January 12th letter we identified that a planned test 20 

program would include vibration during the initial 21 

test program.  So we confirmed that. 22 

  Seismic qualification implementation.  We 23 

had not submitted descriptions of the implementation 24 

program for each type of equipment, and the milestones 25 
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for completion of the different aspects.   1 

  So in a February 5th and April 2nd 2 

letters, we submitted planned methods for seismic 3 

qualifications of safety-related seismic Category 1 4 

equipment types, and stated the seismic qualification 5 

packages will be available to the NRC, to support 6 

timely completion of its inspection and audit 7 

functions.  That was again, found to be acceptable to 8 

close the item.   9 

  With respect to risk ranking for MOV 10 

testing, which is Action 46 from the ACRS, we will be 11 

using AP-1000 VEC 1658-A, which is a risk ranking 12 

approach for motor-operated valves.  It was an Owner's 13 

Group process that has been accepted by the NRC for 14 

the operating units, and we will intend to use that 15 

for the AP-1000 as well. 16 

  It's a six step process which uses expert 17 

panel judgment, a PRA.  Also just looks at valve 18 

function and other pertinent info and classifies these 19 

valves based on their safety-significance or risk 20 

importance. 21 

  MR. GRANT:  If I could jump in here for 22 

just one second.  Eddie Grant again with NuStart.  I'm 23 

told and have verified that the ML number that's on 24 

the slide is not the right number.  So if you try to 25 
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look at up, it won't work.  It is, if you use the VEC 1 

1658 and look in the Public Legacy Library in ADAMS, 2 

you can find the document.  I do have the correct 3 

number, if you are interested. 4 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  The six steps of the 5 

process are listed here on this slide, which again 6 

looks at the risk importance, use PSA.  Now that third 7 

item on PSA completion issues, it's really written for 8 

existing plants, who might not have had a PSA which 9 

covered shutdown. 10 

  The PRA for the AP-1000 does discuss, does 11 

cover shutdown events as well.  So that's not as much 12 

of an issue as it would have been at the time this 13 

guide was written for the existing plants, and in 14 

considerations like the use of the valve, expert panel 15 

session to do basically a sanity check, to make sure 16 

that the results that you got from all these other 17 

methodologies makes sense and they agree with those.  18 

The process again is used across the country at 19 

operating plants.   20 

  Next.  Supplemental information.  21 

Maintenance and repair of seismic instrumentation.  22 

Per procedures and Regulatory  Guide 1.112, to ensure 23 

that we have sufficient seismic monitoring 24 

instrumentation available in the event of a seismic 25 
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event. 1 

  Then per the Supplement 3.7-2, we have a 2 

milestone prior to initial start-up for installation 3 

testing of seismic instrumentation, and then 4 

acceleration sensors and time history analyzer.  Is 5 

there anything that you would like to add to that, 6 

Don, in terms of those? 7 

  MR. MOORE:  No.  This is really basically 8 

following Reg Guide 1.112, and also I think Reg Guide 9 

1.166.  It's basically just making sure that we have a 10 

proper seismic instrumentation program set up and it's 11 

maintained.   12 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Ground motion response 13 

spectra.  This is a site-specific topic.  In the ESP, 14 

there was a two-dimensional soil structure interaction 15 

analysis performed.  Westinghouse performed that for 16 

us.  Due to exceedances of the AP-1000, CSDRS by the 17 

VEGP GMRS.  It is included as Appendix 2.5 Echo in the 18 

ESP application. 19 

  The results demonstrated that the AP-1000 20 

has significant design margin when compared to the 21 

site-specific seismic floor response spectra.  There 22 

were some minor exceedances in a narrow low frequency 23 

range, but there's no effect on the AP-1000 plant 24 

design as a result of those minor exceedances, and 25 
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that was found to be acceptable in the ESP phase for 1 

installation of backfill. 2 

  As part of the COLA, we came back and did 3 

a three-dimensional SSI.  SR Subsection 3.7.1 was 4 

revised to include this 3-D analysis and an Appendix 3 5 

Golf Golf was added to provide analysis and results. 6 

  Also, as a result of changes to the 7 

envelope, the CSDRS that was done in the DCD, to look 8 

at a wider range of types of sites and also to 9 

incorporate the effect of the redesign of the nuclear 10 

island, specifically the shield building, we went back 11 

and looked at our 3-D analysis and compared that to 12 

those changes, to make sure we were still bounded, and 13 

the results demonstrated again that the AP-1000 has 14 

significant margin when compared to a site-specific 15 

FRS. 16 

  We still have minor exceedances in a 17 

narrow low frequency range, but those exceedances are 18 

much smaller now because the envelope has changed from 19 

what it was originally.  But it was okay before and 20 

it's still okay.  That's all I have for Chapter 3. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Try that last statement on 22 

me again. 23 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay.  Before, you had an 24 

envelope that went like this, and that envelope 25 
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changed slightly.  It basically shifted to the left a 1 

little bit.  So where you had -- say here was the 2 

envelope and here was an exceedance and it goes like 3 

that, and it shifted over.  So the exceedance is 4 

actually smaller now that what it was before.  It 5 

doesn't go as high because the envelope itself was 6 

raised a little bit from where it was. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I misunderstood a word you 8 

said.  You said "envelope" and I thought you said 9 

Diablo. 10 

  (Laughter.) 11 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Not Diablo.  12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  We'll take that up at a 13 

different time.  Okay. 14 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay.  Thank you. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Thank you.  All right.  We 16 

will take the afternoon break before we hear from the 17 

staff on their version of the same material.  So let's 18 

take until five minutes to three. 19 

  (Whereupon, a short recess was taken.) 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Back on the record.  We 21 

will begin with Chapter 3 from the staff, and then 22 

we'll se where we go. 23 

  MS. SPICHER:  Good afternoon.  My name is 24 

Terri Spicher again.  I'm Chapter 3 PM as well.  25 
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Chapter 3 won't be as fast as Chapter 14.  We have a 1 

lot of hard work put into this chapter that we'll 2 

share with you today.  The presentation, it's three 3 

main branches.  I'm going to actually show you the 4 

next slide, if you don't mind.  I think it helps. 5 

  The presentation is going to be chunked 6 

into three pieces by branch.  The first branch that 7 

we're going to -- that's going to speak, Thomas 8 

Scarbrough to my right is from Component Integrity 9 

Performance and Testing Branch.  He's going to speak 10 

about several open items, standard content open items, 11 

and then he's also going to speak about a couple of 12 

topics of interest. 13 

  After Tom's finished, to Tom's right is 14 

Robert Hsu, Robert from the Engineering Mechanics 15 

Branch.  He's going to speak to a few open items, and 16 

he also has a special topics of interest he will 17 

share. 18 

  Then the third chunk of this presentation 19 

is by the Structural Engineering Branch and they're 20 

sitting to my left, and we'll do a chair swap when 21 

they come up.  So we're going to do Chapter 3 by 22 

branch, okay. 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Uh-huh.  24 

  MS. SPICHER:  So Tom's going to start, and 25 
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he had  some standard content open items, and then his 1 

technical area of interest will be on squib valves.   2 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Thank you.  Well just as 3 

an overview, as you know, the COL applicant is 4 

responsible for describing the IST operational 5 

program, and when we had reviewed the IST program 6 

description for Bellefonte, we found some areas that 7 

needed to be improved.  So our SER for Bellefonte had 8 

identified those as open items. 9 

  Southern Nuclear had sent in proposed 10 

changes to the Vogtle FSAR, to resolve those open 11 

items.  We reviewed those.  So what I'm going to do is 12 

give you a little overview of the IT program, and then 13 

indicate those specific resolutions of those open 14 

items.  Then the other item I'll give you a status of 15 

where our review is of the squib valves. 16 

  Okay.  So as an overview, the functional 17 

design qualification IST program for pumps and valves 18 

and dynamic restraints, for Vogtle relies on the DCD, 19 

the AP-1000 DCD, and the Vogtle FSAR, to fully 20 

describe the functional design qualification IST 21 

programs. 22 

  How this occurs is in response to the RAI, 23 

Southern Nuclear and Westinghouse are revising the 24 

Vogtle FSAR and they're going to be sending in a Rev. 25 
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3, which we already have received, and then also AP-1 

1000 DCD there's a Rev. Version 18, which incorporates 2 

those changes as well. 3 

  Then also, to evaluate the implementation 4 

of the DCD provisions, we conducted audits of the 5 

design and procurement specifications of the valves, 6 

and we wrote reports on that.  We did that in October 7 

of '08 and then May of this year.  So that's just an 8 

overview of the whole program. 9 

  Now the first part is the functional 10 

design and the qualification, and as one of our 11 

lessons learned from the MOV program, if you don't 12 

have an effective functional design qualification 13 

program, you're not going to have an effective IST 14 

program. 15 

  So we reviewed the Vogtle FSAR and how it 16 

incorporates by reference the DCD for that functional 17 

design and qualification, and the AP-1000 DCD 18 

specifies use of ASME Standard QME-1-2007 for the 19 

active qualification of active mechanical equipment, 20 

and that reflects our lessons learned from the valve 21 

and testing and operating experience. 22 

  What that does is emphasizing flow testing 23 

for valves with diagnostics.  The old way was just 24 

pressurize one side of the pipe and open the valve, 25 
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and just stroke time.  The new process in QME-1-2007 1 

is flow testing with diagnostics.  We have accepted 2 

that process in QME-1 in Revision 3 to Reg Guide 3 

1.100, with some conditions.  But for the functional 4 

qualification portion, they're really minor 5 

clarifications of that standard. 6 

  Okay, so then we move on the IST 7 

operational programs, and once again, the Vogtle FSAR 8 

incorporates by reference the DCD, and then 9 

supplements some of that, and I'll talk about that in 10 

a minute.  Together, they fully describe the program, 11 

and that's part of the requirement that the COL 12 

applicant provide a full description of their IST 13 

program. 14 

  In 396 of the FSAR, Section 396, they 15 

describe the program based on the 2001 edition up 16 

through 2003 addenda of the ASME OM Code, and that's 17 

incorporated by reference, so that's in 55(a), so 18 

that's acceptable to us.  Now in the AP-1000 DCD, 19 

there's a table which lists the valves in the IST 20 

program.  21 

  It includes things like actuator type, 22 

valve type, safety-related mission, safety functions, 23 

IST categories, whether it's a leak-tight or check 24 

valve, and also the IST types and frequencies, 25 
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exercising the intervals for those. 1 

  Southern Nuclear would use that list in 2 

developing their programs for Vogtle.  Lastly, there 3 

are no safety-related pumps because of its passive 4 

design.  So there are no IST pumps. 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Hang on a second.   6 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Now, I'm listening to this, 8 

I'm reading this, I'm trying to decode all of it.  9 

We're looking at a reference to COL here, aren't we? 10 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes, this is the 11 

reference point. 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, and so when you keep 13 

saying "Vogtle will do this, Vogtle will do that," 14 

it's actually the referenced COL that's going to 15 

provide for all of this stuff that you're attributing 16 

to Vogtle or am I missing something? 17 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Because the COL applicant 18 

is responsible, and Vogtle is the first COL applicant, 19 

their FSAR combined with the AP-1000 DCD together have 20 

to fully describe the IST operational program.  That's 21 

what they're providing to us and we're reviewing that 22 

as part of the requirements for a COL applicant. 23 

  So the combination, once this is done for 24 

Vogtle, that will be the description that all the 25 
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subsequent applicants can reference and use. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So therefore, it winds up 2 

being not just for Vogtle but for everybody else who 3 

doesn't take an exception to the reference COL? 4 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right, right, and that's 5 

what we'll seek with Summer.  Summer will come in and 6 

repeat what's in the Vogtle FSAR, in the final 7 

version, and use that and then reference, incorporate 8 

 by reference the AP-1000 DCD where applicable, and 9 

they're good to go. 10 

  So once we do it once, this description is 11 

acceptable for all the subsequent COLs as well.  Okay? 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes. 13 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  All right.  So the next 14 

phase there, next slide, talks about how the Vogtle 15 

FSAR supplements the IST provisions in the DCD, 16 

because the DCD provides a general description, and 17 

discusses some things in some detail and other things 18 

in not quite so much detail. 19 

  But Vogtle needs to supplement those in 20 

certain areas, to make sure they're consistent with 21 

the OM code.  So they talk about things like pre-22 

service testing, reference values, MOV testing, 23 

solenoid valves, pre-conditioning and check valve 24 

testing. 25 



 

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

 180 

  So they supplement what's in the DCD to 1 

flesh that out, to make a full description.  Now when 2 

you get to the power-operated valves, other than the 3 

MOVs, because they're going to use the Joint Owners 4 

Group program for MOVs, they reference the regulatory 5 

issue summary at 2000-03, which is the regulatory 6 

issue summary that we prepared for other power-7 

operated valves, other than MOVs, and they describe 8 

what they're going to be doing for those valves as 9 

well.  So that's in their FSAR also. 10 

  And then for snubbers, this is an area 11 

where the FSAR describes the IST program for snubbers, 12 

consistent with the ASME OM code.  So that's another -13 

- so that was, that's the summary of what's in the IST 14 

program. 15 

  Now we reviewed the plans that Southern 16 

Nuclear submitted, aware they were going to add to 17 

their FSAR, to close out those standard open items, 18 

and we reviewed those and we had some interactions 19 

with them, and they eventually sent in sort of a final 20 

version of the FSAR changes, and we reviewed those, 21 

and we found those acceptable, and in the next set of 22 

slides, this is where you'll see these open items 23 

closed out, and this is just what you heard from the 24 

applicant just a few minutes ago. 25 
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  For example, the first one there is 3.9-1 1 

and 3.11-1, and this revolves around the NRC audit of 2 

their valve specifications.  This was sort of a 3 

parking lot item.  We wanted to make sure there were 4 

not any applicant items left over from the audits.  5 

There wasn't any -- Westinghouse resolved those as 6 

part of its work with its DCD, so there were no more 7 

applicant items.  So that one's closed out. 8 

  The next one is 3.9-2, and this revolved 9 

around the Vogtle's planned use of Revision 1 to code 10 

case OM-1, and in Reg Guide 1.192, which is the Reg 11 

Guide which addresses OM  code cases, we have not 12 

updated that Reg Guide yet to address Rev. 1.  We 13 

still are on Rev. 0. 14 

  So as part of the safety evaluation for 15 

Vogtle, we had them address it as an alternative to 16 

the OM code, and in the SER, we address it as we would 17 

do a normal relief request that came in.  So that's 18 

closed out.  We just have to confirm that the changes 19 

will be made in the FSAR, as they stated in their 20 

letters.  So that one's on its way to being closed 21 

out. 22 

  3.9-3 has to do with the MOV verification 23 

program, and there were some areas that needed to be 24 

addressed in terms of, for example, the job program 25 
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addresses the valve operating requirements for thrust 1 

and torque, and the Applicant needs to address the 2 

output capabilities.  So they needed to make sure that 3 

was discussed in their FSAR, and they're doing that, 4 

and so that's a confirmatory item for us, to check the 5 

next version of the FSAR. 6 

  In 3.9-4, this is the power-operated 7 

valves.  This is the regulatory issue summary, 8 

discussion.  There were a couple of loose ends there. 9 

 We wanted to make sure that there was a discussion of 10 

a potential need for dynamic testing, because 11 

previously it talked about static testing.   12 

  You may have qualification results or 13 

operating experience which indicates a need for some 14 

dynamic testing.  So they're going to clarify that in 15 

the FSAR, and that's one of the items that we'll close 16 

out as a confirmatory item. 17 

  3.9-5 is the flow-induced vibration 18 

discussion.  This is our lessons learned from Quad 19 

Cities and Dresden, even though this is going to be 20 

PWR.   21 

  There were also some issues previously 22 

with Palo Verde, with vibration, that we wanted to 23 

make sure that, as part of the pre-service testing 24 

program, that there's monitoring done to look for 25 
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potential flow-induced vibration for these components, 1 

for valves and dynamic restraints.  So that was 2 

clarified and that will be closed out as well. 3 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  What is this acoustic 4 

resonance, if you go back to the previous slide? 5 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes.  Oh, acoustic 6 

resonance? 7 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  I mean in Quad 8 

Cities and stuff, this was -- a lot of it was related 9 

to the dryers, right? 10 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right, right.  In this 11 

case we had a situation at Palo Verde where there was 12 

a vibration in the racking coolant system, from a 13 

branch line coming off that that caused vibration, and 14 

it was a very similar phenomenon as what was happening 15 

at Quad Cities. 16 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Oh, I see. 17 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  So we wanted to just make 18 

sure that we don't have something occur like that.  19 

But you're right.  It will be a more simplified 20 

version, because it's not like Quad Cities or Dresden. 21 

 But we just wanted to make sure that this didn't fall 22 

through the cracks, you know.  We wanted to make sure 23 

that they monitor different components that could have 24 

some sort of flow-induced vibration. 25 
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  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So where is this 1 

component or these components that you're concerned 2 

about? 3 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, in this case, you 4 

could have, in the steam lines, you could have some of 5 

the safety relief valves that are in the steam lines. 6 

 You want to make sure as you start the plant up, you 7 

don't hit a resonance that might cause a spike in 8 

vibration, you hit acoustic resonance and that sort of 9 

thing. 10 

  So that's where we'd be looking for.  We'd 11 

also expect them to be cognizant of what happened at 12 

Palo Verde and that branch line. 13 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  That makes sense, okay. 14 

  15 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  In the 3.9-6 open item, 16 

this was sort of a clean-up item in the tech specs.  17 

There was a transfer over from the ASME boiler 18 

pressure code Section 11, which used to be the IST 19 

section.  It's now OM code.  There were a couple of 20 

places we found in the standard tech specs where it 21 

didn't transfer over.  So they're going to fix those, 22 

and they indicated those changes in the recent letter. 23 

 So that one is closed out as well. 24 

  Okay.  So that's the IC program.  We have 25 
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a few confirmatory items that we're going to check, to 1 

make sure in the next revision of the FSAR that 2 

they're taken care of.  So that's -- 3 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Do they spring gauges on 4 

those lines? 5 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, spring gauges in 6 

terms of they don't do it the way they did at Quad 7 

Cities, looking for that resonance.  But they'll be 8 

looking for displacement types of strain, 9 

displacements of the equipment, to see if the 10 

vibration reaches a resonance level during the start. 11 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  How will they detect it? 12 

 They have  some spring gauges? 13 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, if you think like 14 

the accelerometers.  Accelerometers would be a way to 15 

do it, you know, and look for, as they go up, they 16 

look at the data and see if they hit a spike, see if 17 

there's something where they hit a resonance.  That's 18 

what I would expect them to do. 19 

  Okay.  So AP-1000 squib valves.  As you 20 

know, there's the 14-inch ADS Stage 4 valves and the 21 

eight-inch vessel injection and recirculation squib 22 

valves.  One of the things we did was we wanted to 23 

make sure that the design qualification process 24 

incorporates the concepts of QME-1-2007, and we saw 25 
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that they did.  During our audits, we saw that the 1 

valve specifications do address that concept. 2 

  Currently, Westinghouse is finalizing the 3 

squib valve designs and is currently planning the 4 

qualification process, and as they finish that and go 5 

into the qualification process, they'll develop in-6 

service testing, surveillance activities for squib 7 

valves, because it's recognized at the OM code 8 

sampling process for the explosive charges for squib 9 

valves are really not sufficient for the new reactors. 10 

  With these much larger, much more 11 

complicated high-risk, high-safety significant squib 12 

valves, there needs to be a more careful look at the 13 

squib valves, as part of the surveillance activities. 14 

  15 

  And so Westinghouse and Southern Nuclear 16 

will be developing those activities, that surveillance 17 

activity as part of the plan of design and lessons 18 

learned from the qualifications process.  We're 19 

currently monitoring that process. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  How does it get involved in 21 

the issuance of the COL or the amendment to the design 22 

certification if at all? 23 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, what we did was one 24 

of the conditions that we had, in terms of the FSAR 25 
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for Vogtle, since this is the surveillance activity is 1 

a COL applicant or COL issue.   2 

  In the FSAR, Southern Nuclear is revised 3 

the FSAR to specify that the surveillance activities 4 

for the squib valves will be developed, which 5 

demonstrates the design basis capability of the squib 6 

valves on a periodic basis.  So there's a way to 7 

monitor their operational readiness.  So they, as part 8 

of -- 9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Sounds like DAC almost.  10 

It's something to be developed to demonstrate 11 

operability, but it's quite vague at this point as to 12 

what it will be, I guess.   13 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes sir.  Part of that, 14 

the reason why is that the design isn't totally 15 

finalized yet for the squib valves.  The qualification 16 

process hasn't been conducted yet.  So we don't have 17 

the lessons learned from what would be the best 18 

surveillance activities for these squib valves. 19 

  Then third is for the COL applicant, 20 

they're required to give us a description of the IST 21 

program.  They're not the actual program.  The actual 22 

program is required to be developed during plant 23 

construction, and the staff will be inspecting that 24 

program, and it has to find, come to an acceptable 25 
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finding before the plant starts up. 1 

  So it's part of the combination of where 2 

we are with the design, the qualification process and 3 

the process we're in for reviewing the description of 4 

the program and not the program itself.  So all those 5 

things add up, that we'll be conducting inspections of 6 

the operational program after developing it, and then 7 

-- 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, what are the 9 

exceptions criteria for this IST program that's 10 

redeveloped?  How do you know when you've gotten an 11 

acceptable result? 12 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, for the IST 13 

program, the FSAR  provides that description of what 14 

they have to do for the IST program.  So we will be 15 

inspecting it against the FSAR.  Are they implementing 16 

what the FSAR indicates? 17 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And what does the FSAR 18 

indicate? 19 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Now for the squib valves, 20 

it's going to say that the applicant, in this case it 21 

will be a licensee by that time, will have to develop 22 

an IST program, and that's on one of our -- they have 23 

to incorporate the lessons learned from the design and 24 

qualification process in the IST activities for the 25 
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squib valves. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Oh, I know.  But that's why 2 

I said it sounds to me like DAC, because all you're 3 

doing is giving, imposing a requirement that something 4 

be done.  But there aren't any specific requirements 5 

that you can at this point identify for what's done? 6 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  That's right, that's 7 

right.  In this case -- 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  That's where we are. 9 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Can I interject?  Part of 10 

the DCD, and I'm not going to be hitting my other 11 

issue, okay.  I just part of the DCD discussion, bear 12 

with me here for a minute; I will not do that. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, but we are talking 14 

about the IST, right Charlie? 15 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Well, when we talk in the 16 

DCD, they talked about taking the charges out every 18 17 

months or something like that, or two out of the -- so 18 

that after a ten-year period you had tested all the 19 

charges and gone through them.  20 

  So it sounded to me that's an in-service 21 

test program, I would have thought, isn't it, and now 22 

they're saying well gee, we have to go develop -- in 23 

other words, we certified based on a certain 24 

expectation, or we wrote a letter based on that, and 25 
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now -- 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No.  They're going to meet 2 

that requirement, but like so many things we've talked 3 

about here, there's stuff in the DCD that is now going 4 

to be fleshed out into this is how we're going to do 5 

it in the COL.  We talked about  that already today 6 

several times.  7 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Well, he said they had to 8 

develop something new for verifying the in-service 9 

performance of the things, and the only thing you can 10 

test is the charges.  11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, we don't know that 12 

yet.  We were trying to -- that's why I was asking 13 

what are the requirements. 14 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right.  Now one of the 15 

things that ASME is doing, ASME is developing new 16 

sections of the code which address things like this, 17 

the squib valves, because ASME recognizes that they 18 

need to develop improved in-service testing activities 19 

for new reactors, and the squib valves is something 20 

they recognize. 21 

  So over the next few years, they'll be new 22 

codes developed which apply to these types of squib 23 

valves, and one of the requirements of the COL 24 

licensee is that 12 months before a fuel load, they 25 



 

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

 191 

have to update their IC program to reflect the latest 1 

code incorporated by reference in the regulations. 2 

  And so by that time, by the time we go 3 

through this process, there should be new codes in 4 

place which will apply to squib valves and their 5 

activities.  So that's one of the things that will be 6 

a stopgap, that they have to have that process in 7 

place before they start -- 8 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Can you give an example 9 

of other than doing the charges, as Charlie was 10 

saying, what else can they do? 11 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right.  Well, some of the 12 

things that we observed, because we've been monitoring 13 

the design and qualification process, is one of the 14 

thing we talked about is the structural integrity of 15 

the external and the internal parts. 16 

  There's certain internal parts to the 17 

squib valve that are critical for its performance, and 18 

there needs to be a way to ensure that those internal 19 

parts, their integrity is maintained.  So they need to 20 

look at that issue. 21 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  How would you by 22 

inspection?  Would you be able to tell? 23 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  There may be a way that 24 

you can do inspections internally through ports, to 25 
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observe and look at those internal parts, to make sure 1 

that they are maintaining their integrity.  So that 2 

would be one way.  3 

  There's other places where in terms of  4 

internal the material -- if you get foreign material, 5 

fluid, water in certain areas of the valve, the squib 6 

valves will not work, because water's incompressible. 7 

  8 

  So if there's a place where water can 9 

collect, that can cause the valve not to work 10 

properly, that should be something that could be 11 

identified as part of the surveillance activity. 12 

  So those are the types of things that, you 13 

know, I have in my mind, of what should be part of 14 

this and part of the things that we've relayed to ASME 15 

in terms of areas that should be looked at, in terms 16 

of new surveillance activities for the squib valves.  17 

So that's something that will be worked out over time 18 

through the process. 19 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  You can't really test 20 

that.  Unless you actually test the valves, you can't 21 

shear off the stuff that holds it together -- 22 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Shear cap. 23 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes, whatever it's 24 

called. 25 
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  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right.  Yes.  That's sort 1 

of -- 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  If we did, you'd then test 3 

what's going to be there. 4 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  That's sort of extreme, 5 

and so that's not -- what we're looking at are 6 

surveillance activities that can be used to verify 7 

that all of the internal aspects of the valve are in 8 

place, in addition to what's currently in the OM code, 9 

the sampling of charges and firing those off. 10 

  But what I envision is something where you 11 

are able to have surveillance activities, which ensure 12 

that the internal aspects of the valve are in place 13 

and it will operate properly. 14 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  At the moment, you 15 

haven't specified what these are? 16 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  That's right, because we 17 

haven't finished.  The design's not completely 18 

finished and the qualification process is not 19 

finished.  So some of these things we've learned as 20 

part of, you know, monitoring the design qualification 21 

process, and as the qualification testing program 22 

takes place for the squib valves, I imagine we'll 23 

learn more. 24 

  So I think as we learn more, we'll add 25 



 

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

 194 

more to this list of aspects that should be addressed 1 

as part of the surveillance activity. 2 

  MR. KRESS:  It looks to me like if you do 3 

that, you'll have to have a test program, to actually 4 

test the valves and compare your results with what 5 

you're looking at with your inspection, to show that 6 

the inspection actually does do what you think it's 7 

going to do. 8 

  I don't know what that test program is 9 

going to be, but you'll have to test the big valves. 10 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right.  As part of the 11 

QME process -- 12 

  MR. KRESS:  I may test, but they have to 13 

be under the conditions that they're exposed to, 14 

including aging and pressures.  That sounds like a 15 

really extensive test program. 16 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes.  The QME process is 17 

very extensive for these squib valves, and that's 18 

something that we're -- currently, they're just 19 

getting the qualification process reviewed, and they 20 

have -- the process is going to have to meet QME-1, 21 

which addresses all those issues you talked about, and 22 

IEEE 344.  It's part of the qualification process. 23 

  So all of those, Westinghouse has to come 24 

up with a qualification process that satisfies those 25 
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standards, and we'll be reviewing that.  There is an 1 

ITAAC where they have to demonstrate that.  So they 2 

have flexibility in terms of meeting those standards, 3 

but at the end of the day they have to satisfy those 4 

ITAAC, and that's what we'll be doing. 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And who's "they" now?  It 6 

seems to me like you're going back and forth between 7 

Westinghouse, that you just mentioned by name, and the 8 

license holder.   9 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right. 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  They're both the "they" 11 

you're referring to? 12 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, Westinghouse is 13 

doing the design for the valve and qualification 14 

process, and because they're so involved with that 15 

process, they will be a prime source of what would be 16 

the appropriate IC surveillance activities for these 17 

valves. 18 

  But it's really the responsibility of 19 

Southern Nuclear, because they're the one who has to 20 

have the IC program in place.  So they're going to 21 

have to take that and put it into their program. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Hold on a second.  Wes 23 

Sparkman. 24 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Yes. 25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Right.  Could you point me 1 

to where in your presentation what he's describing 2 

here as covered?  You talk about many, many, many 3 

things here, but I can't relate to what he's talking 4 

about to your presentation. 5 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  It was not included in our 6 

presentation. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And what's the reason? 8 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  The reason it was not 9 

included was because our understanding of the issue 10 

that ACRS raised before was that your concern related 11 

to the qualification of the valves, and we found as a 12 

Westinghouse issue. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, but as Charlie said, 14 

we're not talking about that now.  We're talking about 15 

the development of an in-service testing program, and 16 

you talk about many things that seem very similar to 17 

that in your presentation here at many points.  But no 18 

mention is made of these squib valves as a 19 

developmental program. 20 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That is correct.  The squib 21 

valves were not covered specifically on an open item, 22 

which was the focus of our -- we had two, we had a 23 

couple of different focuses on our presentation:  the 24 

open item closures and addressing ACRS action items. 25 
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  The ACRS action item related to squib 1 

valves we saw as being a Westinghouse action item. 2 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  The one that we've 3 

identified before, but let's not talk about that 4 

anymore.  Let's just talk about this. 5 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Your question is why was it 6 

not included in the presentation. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes. 8 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  And my answer is it was not 9 

included because it would only have been included if 10 

it was an action item from the ACRS. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, I don't know. 12 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  It's not a part of the open 13 

items. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  There's lots of things on 15 

here I remember this list of valve testing development 16 

 programs.  I'm just trying to discern why this effort 17 

that we're talking about here, trying to first of all 18 

figure out do you agree that it's something to be 19 

done. 20 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  We do. 21 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right, and if you agree 22 

that it's something to be done, why it didn't 23 

translate into any mention in your presentation.  24 

That's what I'm trying to understand.  It's got 25 
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nothing to do with the issue of qualification testing, 1 

which was part of the DCD. 2 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Right. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And if it's just a matter 4 

that it didn't meet whatever your criteria were for 5 

inclusion, fine. 6 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That is the answer. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Let me ask you 8 

then, I want you to talk about this after they're 9 

done.  If you don't want to do it today, you can do it 10 

tomorrow. 11 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay. 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Go ahead. 13 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Thank you. 14 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  I'm actually having 15 

problems feeling out what sort of IST program that can 16 

be for squib valves which will mean Anything, other 17 

than, you know.  Unless you test an awful lot of them 18 

and figure out that if this clearance goes wrong, that 19 

has a big effect or something like that. 20 

  But there's nothing concrete, you know.  21 

Is there a test program that's been laid to correlate 22 

it with the IST program, that says this is what we 23 

should be looking for? 24 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, it's part of the 25 
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lessons learned of the qualification process ongoing 1 

right now.  With the QME-1 testing, they will have to 2 

demonstrate that the valve, under all its various 3 

conditions, will operate properly. 4 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Done from the 5 

qualification program and then try to work that into 6 

the IST program in some systematic way? 7 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Right, that's the point. 8 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Is it possible that there 9 

is no IST program that would be of any value for the 10 

squib valve?  I mean do you have any ideas of what you 11 

would do differently than what you're doing during the 12 

qualification? 13 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, in terms of just 14 

from what we've learned so far in terms of monitoring 15 

the design process, there are certain aspects of the 16 

internal components and the conditions, the fluids and 17 

such that can get into areas that would not be 18 

appropriate for the valves. 19 

  We've already learned quite a bit about 20 

what would be appropriate as part of the surveillance 21 

to monitor.  So that's what we will be monitoring 22 

further with the qualification process. 23 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  So you already have some 24 

ideas of what might be weaknesses that you could look 25 
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for? 1 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes sir. 2 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  And what are those?  3 

Because that's what I'm trying to figure out. 4 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, the internal parts, 5 

and I don't want to get into internal design because 6 

it's a proprietary design -- 7 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Well, we know the design 8 

pretty well. 9 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  With the AP-1000, when 10 

they talk about internal parts, and making sure that 11 

those internal parts maintain their integrity, and 12 

there should be a way to be able to ensure that that 13 

internal part that you heard about when they were 14 

here, Westinghouse was here, its integrity is intact, 15 

because if not, the valve won't work, will not work.  16 

So that's a key critical part of this piece of 17 

equipment.   18 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Well, the problem here 19 

is that the integrity means that it will fall part 20 

more easily under the load.  That doesn't matter.  But 21 

it's a question of whether it will fall apart at all, 22 

which is that you don't, you know, misalign something 23 

-- 24 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, all of that has to 25 
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be taken care of as part of the qualification process. 1 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  So I'm not quite 2 

sure what it is that you're looking for. 3 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Well, in terms of 4 

internal material like fluids and such that can get 5 

into cavities of the valve, that can  stop it from 6 

operating properly. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  It sounds like inspection 8 

for corrosion, for example. 9 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Things like that, yes 10 

sir. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So the plunger, for 12 

example, isn't free to move. 13 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  But that means disassembly 14 

of something.  15 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Or some way to do visual 16 

inspections through ultrasonics of some way through 17 

ports in there.  But there needs to be a way to ensure 18 

that this valve, which is very high safety-19 

significant, is available to work properly. 20 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Well, I guess I'm coming 21 

back to Charlie's first question.  You know, we heard 22 

some things from Westinghouse last time on a proposed 23 

testing program for the squib charges, and even an 24 

inspection program where they would periodically 25 
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disassemble the valve to look at a certain part of it. 1 

  2 

  I guess I'm trying to figure out the 3 

connection between that commitment from Westinghouse 4 

and what you're talking about.  I thought what they 5 

were talking about was part of the DCD.  I'm getting 6 

confused now. 7 

  MR. CUMMINS:  So this Ed Cummins.  We are 8 

meeting the current codes.  He is inventing new codes. 9 

 So that's really what we're talking about, and I 10 

suppose folks --  11 

  MEMBER SHACK:  What you told us last time 12 

is part of your DCD commitment? 13 

  MR. CUMMINS:  It is.  We are going to meet 14 

the ASME code that exists today.  We're committed to 15 

it to do the inspection program.  Whether after he 16 

invents the new code we have to meet that or not is 17 

something that we have to deal with in regulatory 18 

space. 19 

  So I think both those things are 20 

legitimate activities.  It's okay to meet the existing 21 

code, and it is okay to invent a new code.  Then we 22 

have to decide what the licensees have to do about 23 

that. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, that's true Ed, but 25 
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at least the agency seems to think that there's an 1 

ongoing commitment of some kind, to a development that 2 

I'm hearing for the first time.  Now they may be 3 

mistaken about that, or it may simply be true but not 4 

relevant.  I'm just not sure right now. 5 

  MR. CUMMINS:  Ed Cummins again.  We have 6 

this ITAAC.  It's a little bit scary for me to listen 7 

to this actually, because the ITAAC says "Seismically 8 

qualify and environmentally qualify  the squib 9 

valves."   10 

  There are existing rules that we need to 11 

code and we need to meet, IEEE code and ASME code, and 12 

we're going to meet them, though I'm a bit concerned 13 

about how they might be interpreted as we go try to 14 

meet them. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, let's not -- I don't 16 

want to get a dialogue going back and forth here any 17 

further.  We've clarified it enough.  So ahead, Tom. 18 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Okay, thank you.  So in 19 

terms of the confirmatory items -- 20 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I just want to make, I've 21 

got to make one observation. 22 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  I'd rather you not 23 

Charlie, if you don't mind. 24 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Well, it's relevant.  Okay. 25 
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  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Go ahead.  Okay, okay.  1 

In terms of the confirmatory items, we have six of 2 

them.  You know, currently we'll be looking at 3 

Revision 3 to the FSAR, to address these.  1365 is the 4 

one regarding the squib valves, and there is a 5 

specific provision that's going to be in Revision 3, 6 

which says the squib valve, the squib program will 7 

incorporate the lessons learned from the design 8 

qualification process. 9 

  So there is a specific provision in the 10 

Vogtle FSAR, Revision 3, which will specify that  the 11 

IC program address these lessons learned from the 12 

qualification process.  So that is there. 13 

  So in conclusion for Section 3.9-6, we 14 

consider the Vogtle FSAR, together with the AP-1000 15 

DCD, to provide an acceptable design and qualification 16 

methodology, and description of IC program for valves 17 

and dynamic restraints, pending resolution of the 18 

confirmatory items that I've just listed, and also the 19 

completion of the AP-1000 design certification 20 

amendment review. 21 

  And in the future, the staff will be 22 

conducting inspections of the IC operational program 23 

and ITAAC completion following COL issuance.  That's 24 

my presentation. 25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, now.  I've asked the 1 

licensee applicant to give us some further input, and 2 

Charlie, I'd like to wait and ask whatever questions 3 

we have after they've had a chance to provide a 4 

response.  I just don't think getting into a further 5 

debate on this point until we've heard what Southern 6 

Nuclear has to say, is very productive.  Okay.  So 7 

moving on. 8 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  I have a question on one 9 

of the topics that is not the squib valve.  Slide 10, 10 

your Slide No. 10.   11 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Slide 10, yes sir.   12 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  It relates this to the 13 

statement that "no safety-related pumps in the AP-1000 14 

design."  I'm interpreting it, there's no need for IST 15 

program for the pumps. 16 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Yes sir.  There's no IC 17 

program for pumps. 18 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes, because you -- but 19 

there is a safety function there.  Several events are 20 

analyzed in Chapter 15 related to the pump, coax-down 21 

characteristics and so on.  But that, you are 22 

satisfied, is handled by the acceptance testing of the 23 

pumps? 24 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  That would be done 25 



 

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

 206 

through that other group.  Maybe it might even be the 1 

RTNSS group, the non-safety systems through DRAP or 2 

one of those other programs.  But it wouldn't be as 3 

part of the IC program. 4 

  MEMBER SHACK:  But there wouldn't be some 5 

periodic, let's say run at overspeed test again,  to 6 

make sure that it's still got the same characteristics 7 

it had when it was new and so on like that.  There's 8 

nothing like that? 9 

  MR. SCARBROUGH:  Not from the group that 10 

I'm in.  That might be something that's addressed as 11 

part of the risk significance group, in terms of if 12 

it's considered to be a risk-significant item.  They 13 

might develop something along that line.  But from our 14 

perspective, they're not within the scope of the IC 15 

program. 16 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay, thank you.   17 

  MS. SPICHER:  Okay.  The second branch 18 

that's going to speak is Engineering Mechanics Branch, 19 

and Robert Hsu is going to speak to us. 20 

  MR. HSU:  The first item, okay, just like 21 

previous applicant presented, which is related to  as 22 

designed, the pipe rupture design analysis about the 23 

scheduling.  Because of the piping analysis ITAAC, we 24 

thought we have a piping analysis to identify the 25 
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location of the pipe rupture design.   1 

  So in these kind of cases, up to this 2 

point, we don't see any design.  So we are asking for 3 

the schedule and the implementation completion 4 

schedule.  So the Applicant propose a licensing 5 

condition which will inform us for the completing the 6 

as-designed pipe rupture analysis, will be found prior 7 

to the installation. 8 

  So this is a labor for the staff, have the 9 

sufficient time to review and address all the concerns 10 

currently discussed in the DCD.  So this is a 11 

commitment, license in the ITAAC.   12 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It would be an ITAAC, 13 

yes. 14 

  MR. HSU:  And also a license condition.  15 

So provide us the time for review.  16 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  How complex is this 17 

analysis? 18 

  MR. HSU:  It's not a complex analysis.  19 

The only thing is the location, okay.  You've got to 20 

have a piping analysis result to identify the 21 

location.  In the current plan, location 22 

identification is based on fatigue analysis for the 23 

Cause 1.   24 

  For the Cause 2 and 3, which is based on 25 
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the stress.  If the stress exceed a certain limit, 1 

then you consider that's a pipe rupture location.  2 

Then you have to design this, and also related was a 3 

leak before break.  If you have a leak before break 4 

applying here, then you don't have to design for 5 

things that piping is intact. So we don't have the 6 

information to identify the location.  7 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  I'm just trying to 8 

estimate how long it would take you to actually review 9 

and go over all the analysis?  Is there a very onerous 10 

job or -- 11 

  MR. HSU:  This is probably not long, 12 

because basically this plan, they apply the leak 13 

before break.  So all the leak before break location 14 

probably extruded.  So only the six inch or below, 15 

that's one thing.  And the six inch or below is very 16 

limited for the Cause 1.  17 

  So that's not a lot of praise for the 18 

Cause 1.  Cause 2 and 3 basically if they're designed 19 

pretty good, they could meet those kind of criteria.  20 

If they don't -- I don't really think that they have a 21 

lot of locations going to have a pipe rupture design 22 

required.  I think that Westinghouse probably should 23 

have a little bit idea or maybe they're not quite sure 24 

yet. 25 
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  MS. DIXON-HERRITY:  I can answer that 1 

further.  This is actually not Robert's area of 2 

review.  My name is Jennifer Dixon-Herrity.  I'm the 3 

chief of the Engineering Mechanics Branch.  The 4 

reviewer who reviewed this area is currently on 5 

vacation. 6 

  The ITAAC that's been put in place is to 7 

look at verify that the methodology that's called out 8 

in the DCD was followed.  The intent would be to look 9 

at the pipe break hazard analysis from a design 10 

standpoint, just to see that that methodology was 11 

followed before they installed the piping systems, so 12 

that we can verify that they followed through on the 13 

methodology. 14 

  Then we have a second ITAAC in place to 15 

look at reconciliation once the plant's constructed.  16 

The intent of the license condition is just to ensure 17 

that we're able to look at that before the piping is 18 

installed, or too much of the piping is installed 19 

early in the process. 20 

  It is probably not going to be a long, 21 

detailed inspection, but I could see them spending 22 

several days at the plant, because this analysis goes 23 

through each rung, to see where the pipe breaks could 24 

occur.  It is a detailed analysis, and it won't 25 



 

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

 210 

necessary be uncomplicated. 1 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Is the leak before break 2 

verification on the as-designed or the as-built? 3 

  MR. HSU:  Leak before break basically, 4 

which is probably, okay, in the as-designed, and then 5 

doing the as-designed, they have determined they have 6 

a leak before break -- 7 

  MR. TERAO:  Sir, correction.  This is 8 

David Terao.  Leak before break is a as-built 9 

verification. 10 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Okay, but don't you want -- 11 

wouldn't you want an as-designed leak before break 12 

verification also, just in the same way you want the 13 

pipe hazard analysis done as-designed? 14 

  MR. TERAO:  Well, we have confirmed leak 15 

before break calculations are ready.  Not all of them, 16 

but the major LBB calculations.  And so -- 17 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Okay, so you -- 18 

  MR. TERAO:  We don't have to do it again. 19 

 We've done it once.  How many times do we have to do 20 

an interim as-designed leak before break  21 

verification.  So we're just doing the final as-built 22 

verification at this point. 23 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Okay.  I didn't realize you 24 

had the as-designed already. 25 
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  MR. HSU:  No, no.  They don't have as-1 

designed.  Leak before break currently for AP-1000 is 2 

put as a break acceptable criteria.  So if your piping 3 

load in a piping moment is not exceed this kind of 4 

limit, then we are acceptable.  So basically for leak 5 

before break, all they have to do, the table is ready. 6 

 Acceptance table is ready.  They just need to wait 7 

for the piping analysis finish. 8 

  MEMBER SHACK:  For the numbers, yes. 9 

  MR. HSU:  And then they just compare 10 

what's in this, below this range.  So they have no 11 

problem with that.  Basically, piping analysis is not 12 

done yet. 13 

  MEMBER SHACK:  That's right. 14 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  He wants to roll along. 15 

  MR. HSU:  Okay.  The second item, okay 16 

just like Applicant already talk about it, the 17 

Applicant will provide the implementation plan for the 18 

seismic qualification of the equipment and the 19 

schedule, milestones, when the different step in the 20 

process will be completed. 21 

  The Applicant already provided detail on 22 

their planned method of seismic qualification, and 23 

they explained that they did not expect to complete 24 

any of the steps until after they were required to 25 
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start providing schedule, information according to the 1 

ITAAC.  So this is ITAAC also. 2 

  The plan to start providing the status on 3 

this ITAAC at that time, then staff reviewed and find 4 

this is acceptable.   5 

  So the next item is talking about piping 6 

design.  This is the same as they need to provide the 7 

schedule for the as-designed piping analysis.  This is 8 

DAC (ph)-related issue. 9 

  So they have same kind of commitment, 10 

licensing condition they will provide to us, and they 11 

will complete their as-designed piping prior to the 12 

installation, so we will have enough time to review. 13 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So this, of course, 14 

includes fatigue and stress and stuff like that? 15 

  MR. HSU:  Yes. 16 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  What about, I mean one 17 

of our concerns early on was, you know, venting and 18 

non-condensables getting in or, you know, gas 19 

intrusion into especially safety lines.  What sort of 20 

analysis or let's say inspection procedures are going 21 

to be used for that? 22 

  MR. HSU:  Okay.  Basically, the inspection 23 

procedure currently for this piping DAC --.  The 24 

staff, I mean the headquarter already issue the 25 
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strategy, okay.  We are going to review all --.  1 

Basically, in reality, okay, the step in the Revision 2 

17, they removed the DAC.  They removed the DAC 3 

already.   4 

  But however, staff reviewed all their 4748 5 

safety-related package, I mean risk-significant 6 

package, and staff have all those concerns.  Then 7 

Westinghouse determined that they're going to put that 8 

as a DAC, and to ask that later. 9 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  So the issue of 10 

potential gas intrusion into safety lines and so on is 11 

there somewhere to be checked out, venting of these 12 

lines and obviously it is, because it's very 13 

important.  14 

  MR. HSU:  You're talking about not 15 

venting.  You're talking about tunnel stratification 16 

issue or something like that? 17 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Not that really.  Tunnel 18 

stratification is a separate issue completely, and you 19 

know, that sort of thing.  But I'm talking about 20 

simply the potential for, you know, gas accumulation 21 

in some parts of the line, which have to be vented, 22 

right, properly.  Where the vents are placed and how 23 

you will deal with that. 24 

  MR. HSU:  I mean that deals with the 25 
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operation.  That's not deal with the design, okay -- 1 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  But you have to put the 2 

vents in the right places, right? 3 

  MR. HSU:  Okay.  So prior to close to 4 

start-up, okay, they will vent everything and then 5 

doing that.  That relates to the starting up, okay, 6 

for the plant, operating procedures.  That's not in 7 

3.12, okay, design consideration.  That's, I think, 8 

probably related to the operation.  This is what 9 

they're talking about. 10 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  It is part of the 11 

operations. 12 

  MR. HSU:  Yes, part of the operations. 13 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  And it's part of the DCD 14 

clearly as well.  But there's some things -- I'm not 15 

sure what ends where with regard to this issue, what 16 

part of the DCD, what is the COLA, what is the RCOLA. 17 

  MR. HSU:  That probably is in the Chapter 18 

5, RCS system.  Systems issue, and that this is the 19 

Engineering Mechanics Branch.  We should be talking 20 

about design. 21 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  Well, stress 22 

fatigue certainly, yes, is a different thing.   23 

  MR. HSU:  Stress, yes. 24 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  But it is part of the 25 
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detailed piping design too, you know. 1 

  MR. HSU:  Yes, so that's a reason, okay.  2 

When they're doing this piping design routing, they 3 

will look at that to make sure at the proper location, 4 

they will have the vent line.  They will install the 5 

vent line.  They will install the drain line. 6 

  So during the operation, they will make 7 

sure all of this kind of thing will be addressed 8 

during the procedure, operating procedure. 9 

  MR. JOSHI:  I understand your question.  I 10 

don't think we have an appropriate individuals to 11 

answer your question.  Why don't I go and take an 12 

action item and bring it back tomorrow? 13 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Okay.  There is a 14 

division between the DCD, the COLA and what else, yes. 15 

  MR. JOSHI:  If I remember correctly, there 16 

was a design change package to address that issue.  17 

But I'm not 100 percent sure.  I would like to bring 18 

somebody who is familiar with that issue and bring it 19 

tomorrow. 20 

  MR. CUMMINS:  Yes.  That's kind of a 21 

Chapter 6 question, and we have presented a couple of 22 

times to answer open questions related to gas 23 

intrusion and we have completed the analysis, and the 24 

 staff has an ISG on gas intrusion and we did all 25 
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those safety systems and we presented our results at 1 

one of those -- 2 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  We know what you 3 

did for the DCD.  I wonder if there are -- 4 

  MR. CUMMINS:  More things. 5 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  More things which turn 6 

up in the COLA or RCOLA.  I want to know just what 7 

there is. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  By the way, we do have a 9 

meeting tomorrow, but we also have meetings on January 10 

10th and 11th, and so before the full committee 11 

meeting in January.   12 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  I think what Ed, at 13 

least what I recall you addressed is that especially 14 

in the safety lines and things, that the flows will 15 

flush out the gas.  That's the sort of analysis that 16 

I've seen. 17 

  MR. CUMMINS:  Yes. 18 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  I'm talking about, you 19 

know, things which are related to the detailed piping 20 

with gas, which is an issue that continues to come up 21 

with the existing plants.  So let's see what they want 22 

to talk about. 23 

  MR. JOSHI:  Just a quick note.  This is 24 

Ravi Joshi.  The specification was agreed -- there was 25 
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no single action item that came out of that with the 1 

review, but I can verify one more time.  I don't 2 

remember anything that came on the COL side. 3 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Okay. 4 

  MR. HSU:  The last issue is to pressurize 5 

the thermal (ph) stratification monitoring thing.  6 

Because the DCD just provide us very, very high upset, 7 

which doesn't tell you what they're going to do, 8 

because and also, if you go to the DCD Chapter 5, they 9 

say they -- into thermal stratification, okay, at the 10 

vertical rung and also next to the vertical rung of 11 

the surge line, which is from the --, okay. 12 

  Go a little bit horizontal, then vertical 13 

rung to the pressurizer.  But according to those two 14 

locations, there's no way you can detect the thermal 15 

stratification, because the thermal stratification is 16 

occurring in those kind of horizontal rungs. 17 

  So at the end of the horizontal rung, 18 

close to the vertical rung, there's no way you can 19 

detect that thermal stratification.  So on this kind 20 

of case, staff asked them, asked them to provide 21 

additional abstracts. 22 

  They have to provide additional monitoring 23 

locations, instead of those two, and also, based on 24 

the 88-11, our experience with the current free surge 25 
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line stratification, they have all have the same 1 

layout. 2 

  But however, it depends on the rate they 3 

heat up and cool down.  Heat up procedure and the 4 

cool-down procedure, okay, and also those RCP, how 5 

they operate.  Some operate like one by one, 4 RCP or 6 

2 RCP.  Some is operating in the four speed.  So these 7 

have something to do with the heat up and the cool 8 

down procedure, which will determine the system --, 9 

and the cycle of the stratification. 10 

  So we are asking them to supplemental 11 

that, to make sure since this is only doing for the 12 

first one COL.  So we want to make sure all the 13 

following COL were verified, they have consistent heat 14 

up and cool down procedures.  Because that's also have 15 

a lot of --  16 

  They all can meet the tech spec for the 17 

heat up and cool down, but they have a lot of 18 

different ways to heat up,  you know, extend the steam 19 

bubble method or water sorting method for all those 20 

different pipe. 21 

  So we want since you only want two one 22 

monitoring, so we want to make sure you verify all 23 

this to supplement all the information.  So this is 24 

related to surge line thermal stratification 25 
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monitoring program. 1 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  May I just ask Ed again, 2 

I mean are you implying that by design, you have 3 

eliminated the need to vent any lines? 4 

  MR. CUMMINS:  If the design is built in 5 

accordance with the design for the safety systems, we 6 

have provided vents where they're needed.  So there 7 

can be potentially an as-built reconciliation to say 8 

did you add some high points because of some sort of 9 

routing problem or something. 10 

  But if they built, if we build the design 11 

as it's designed, we designed in the vents for the 12 

safety systems.   13 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Okay. 14 

  MR. HSU:  Just to conclude our EMP design. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Any other 16 

questions? 17 

  MS. SPICHER:  The third branch -- 18 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Excuse me.  Is there any 19 

situations where you get a fatigue problem due to -- 20 

in the design potentially due to this vortex 21 

penetration into a stand-off line? 22 

  MR. HSU:  Okay.  So you're talking about 23 

88-08 issue. 24 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes. 25 
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  MR. HSU:  And basically, this 88-08 issue, 1 

okay, EPRI okay already presented some study, and 2 

based on this study, when you're doing that, you have 3 

a horizontal line and you have something they call 4 

the, actually yes, go up and back horizontal and go 5 

down back horizontal. 6 

  This is you're talking about all the 7 

turbulence, penetration, swirling -- 8 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  And because you get an 9 

oscillating vortex? 10 

  MR. HSU:  Yes, yes.  You get a vortex.  So 11 

basically, they present the way if you be able to 12 

route your pipe, the way you route your pipe, and 13 

which way, you'll be able to eliminate or you'll be 14 

able to reduce this kind of flexibility.  That's the 15 

point.  16 

  So basically all the current new design, 17 

they're all required to route following those EPRI, I 18 

think MRP-146, which provides the detail, if you can 19 

really route based on that.  I think currently the 20 

Westinghouse also follow this kind of EPRI study and 21 

then route the pipe like that way and to eliminate 22 

this kind of phenomenon. 23 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  There is something that 24 

we'll check or you have already checked. 25 
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  MR. HSU:  Yes, yes. 1 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  But the piping is not 2 

designed in detail yet, right, so you'd have to -- 3 

  MR. HSU:  The piping is not designed in 4 

detail yet at this moment.  But however, during the 5 

ITAAC, when we review the piping analysis, at that 6 

moment, they will have all the pipe routing available. 7 

 That's one of the strategies and one of the areas we 8 

put over there. 9 

  You have to specifically review these 88-10 

08 and 88-11 issue.  That's already -- we already, EMP 11 

already issued one of the piping DAC -- strategy, and 12 

based on this piping DAC -- strategy, we provide all 13 

the area you got to inspect or review, got to 14 

emphasize in this area. 15 

  Currently, the Region 2 is based on this 16 

strategy.  They tried to convert to procedure.  So 17 

it's currently in development.  But however, that's 18 

going to be verified during the ITAAC period. 19 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Okay. 20 

  MS. SPICHER:  Questions?  Okay.  The third 21 

branch in Chapter 3, Structural Engineering Branch, 22 

thank you, and the reviewers are headed up this way.  23 

Okay.  To my right is Bret Tegeler, and to Bret's 24 

right is Pravin Patel and Vaughn Thomas, who is making 25 
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his way, is an additional reviewer in this area. 1 

  We're going to talk about, since this is 2 

the first time 3.7 and 3.8 were presented to you, we 3 

have no official open items.  We only have 4 

confirmatory items.  We are also going to discuss LWA-5 

2, which was a construction in the base lab, which was 6 

part of our SC for Chapter 3. 7 

  We wanted to make sure we communicate 8 

that.  This is IBR Rev. 17 of the DCD.  To you, Bret. 9 

  MR. TEGELER:  All right.  Thanks, Terry.  10 

I'm just going to quickly cover our review of the 11 

request for the second limited work authorization, 12 

which requested to place rebar and other embedded 13 

items within the AP-1000 base mat, and these 14 

embedments were drains and sumps. 15 

  These components were, I'll mention, were 16 

referenced, Vogtle was referencing Rev. 18 of the 17 

standard design.  So unlike the first LWA, where they 18 

were -- they're referencing Rev. 18, but we stopped.  19 

They only used or they stopped the construction up to 20 

the mud mat elevation.  So this is a continuation of 21 

the six feet of the base mat. 22 

  So we reviewed this request, found it 23 

acceptable, primarily because the design is in 24 

accordance with ACI 349.  So there was no unique 25 
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features about the base mat, and also we reviewed this 1 

base mat under the 3.8 review of the standard design. 2 

 So the staff found this acceptable. 3 

  One of the more significant issues we 4 

encountered during the Vogtle review was the 5 

exceedance of the site-specific GMRS and the standard 6 

design response spectra or the CSDRS.  You've heard 7 

about this in the past, but this led, these 8 

exceedances were primarily in the lower frequency 9 

range, say below one hertz, and in the higher 10 

frequency range, ranging from about seven to ten up to 11 

60 or 70 hertz.  So two ranges. 12 

  Vogtle performed site-specific SSI 13 

analysis, and showed, compared at six key locations 14 

within the nuclear island of the AP-1000, their pre-15 

defined locations, and showed that they were 16 

essentially enveloped by the standard design, with the 17 

exception of a couple of locations, which Don 18 

mentioned earlier they were fairly minor exceedances, 19 

and I have a backup slide if anyone's interested in 20 

seeing what that exceedance looks like. 21 

  So essentially we did a detailed review of 22 

Vogtle's SSI models, and made sure that they 23 

represented the AP-1000 standard design well by 24 

comparing fixed base frequencies, total mass, 25 
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etcetera, and we found that that model, the NI-15, was 1 

indeed representative of the AP-1000 design. 2 

  And I mentioned a little of this earlier. 3 

 The exceedance that I mentioned earlier was 4 

approximately in the .5 to .6 hertz range.  This for 5 

the AP-1000 design, that range of response does not 6 

correspond to any significant structural or component 7 

resonances.  The closest thing you have are tank 8 

resonances or sloshing frequencies.   9 

  For AP-1000, you start seeing sloshing 10 

frequencies in about .3 to -- I'm sorry .13 to a 11 

little above that.  So we, based on that, we believe 12 

that these exceedances would not challenge the design 13 

of any significant components.  So we felt that this 14 

was acceptable. 15 

  DR. WALLIS:  What is exceeded in the 16 

exceedance? 17 

  MR. TEGELER:  Yes.  Maybe we'll go to my 18 

backup slide.  That will be helpful.  What the AP-1000 19 

design has, there are six locations where they defined 20 

in structure response spectra for three directions, 21 

east, west, vertical.  I have an example of what -- it 22 

should be at the very end.  Okay, keep going.  Right 23 

here, the slide's a little hard to see. 24 

  What I'm showing to the left is a position 25 
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at the reactor vessel support, which is one of these 1 

key locations, and the dark, the black line is the 2 

standard design, the AP-1000 spectra, and then there 3 

are three other lines.  4 

  The red, blue and green correspond to the 5 

Vogtle site-specific analysis, where they have to 6 

analyze essentially three cases: the upper bound best 7 

estimate and lower bound material properties. 8 

  When they do that, you can see you get a 9 

slight -- 10 

  DR. WALLIS:  It's a tiny exceedance. 11 

  MR. TEGELER:  It is really tiny. 12 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Is that statistically 13 

meaningful?  I mean -- 14 

  MR. TEGELER:  You know -- 15 

  MEMBER RYAN:  I would struggle with that 16 

being a statistical exceedance, if that's defined as 17 

an exceedance. 18 

  MR. TEGELER:  In my view, it is -- well, 19 

it is an exceedance, it is minor, and for the reason 20 

you mentioned, in my own view because these spectra 21 

are generated using damping assumptions, you can have 22 

uncertainty in just your structural damping -- 23 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Is there anything like that 24 

in the formal analysis of uncertainty of these curves, 25 
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so you can get an estimate of whether that is an 1 

exceedance? 2 

  MR. TEGELER:  Absolutely.  There's been 3 

work done, I believe EPRI's done some work on 4 

characterizing the uncertainty -- 5 

  MEMBER RYAN:  I'm asking a more direct 6 

question.  Can you tell me the uncertainty in those 7 

two points of what, you know, where they sit on the X 8 

axis? 9 

  MR. TEGELER:  Yes.  It's probably 10 

somewhere on the order of 15, 20 percent would be, in 11 

my view -- 12 

  MEMBER RYAN:  And given that 15 and 20 13 

percent, do they overlap sufficiently that you can't 14 

say they're different, or you are saying they're 15 

different, by some statistical test? 16 

  MR. TEGELER:  I don't think you can.  I 17 

think you can't. 18 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Okay.  That's what I mean, 19 

you know. 20 

  MR. TEGELER:  Another reason why we judge 21 

their significance -- 22 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Well, I guess that's why you 23 

came to the conclusion that, you know, it's within 24 

statistical uncertainty if there's an exceedance or 25 
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not. 1 

  MR. TEGELER:  Yes.  These are 2 

deterministic calculations. 3 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Right. 4 

  MR. TEGELER:  And so you're right.  You'd 5 

have to, when you're splitting hairs like this, you 6 

have to take into consideration what are the real 7 

uncertainties in the model and put parameters. 8 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Fair enough, okay, and you 9 

took that kind of thinking into account. 10 

  MR. TEGELER:  So I just wanted to use this 11 

slide to show what that exceedance. 12 

  DR. WALLIS:  But significant, because it 13 

doesn't really exceed significantly. 14 

  MR. TEGELER:  Right.  15 

  DR. WALLIS:  It's nothing significant, 16 

because it has something to do with tank sloshing, 17 

which seems to be the logic on the slide. 18 

  MR. TEGELER:  Yes.  I mentioned tank 19 

sloshing.  That is where, if it is an exceedance, 20 

that's where you're seeing it.  I wanted to use this 21 

slide to point out areas of structural interest are 22 

generally above one to two hertz.  So you're not 23 

challenging the structure here. 24 

  MEMBER RYAN:  Right.  So the argument 25 
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about the statistics is not meaningful, that actually 1 

impacts on the structure? 2 

  MR. TEGELER:  I didn't draw on it to make 3 

the conclusion that the design was --.  I think we're 4 

done with this slide.  Here we go.  Next is Pravin 5 

Patel will briefly discuss the --. 6 

  MR. PATEL:  Hi.  My name is Pravin Patel. 7 

 During the DCD review, we asked Westinghouse during 8 

the construction inspection how they're going to 9 

implement, and we had issued the RAI during the review 10 

of the DCD. 11 

  Based on that Vogtle, which is Southern 12 

Nuclear, that took the COLA action item from the DCD, 13 

and implemented in their FSAR.  That's the new items 14 

that they added.  The Applicant added the COLA 3.8.6, 15 

addressing construction and inspection methods and 16 

procedures. 17 

  That basically related to this audit 18 

inspection procedure for the structural related items, 19 

including the shell building also.  The seventh COLA 20 

item there addresses, 3.8.5, addressing the inspection 21 

program components of the maintenance rule, which is 22 

10 C.F.R. Part 50.65, and at Reg Guide 1.160. 23 

  The Reg Guide 1.160 is the monitoring, the 24 

50.65 are the maintenance of the nuclear --.  25 
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Basically to assure that the construction and 1 

inspection implemented as designed by the generic 2 

design, as well as the site-specific design. 3 

  So based on those two COLA action items, 4 

staff agreed with the Applicant's proposed two COLA 5 

action items, and that's where we found that it is 6 

acceptable. 7 

  DR. WALLIS:  Well, it commits to perform 8 

and develop a program, but how do we know that says, 9 

it meets everything as designed?  I guess you sort of 10 

trust that it will, that it would meet all 11 

requirements? 12 

  MR. PATEL:  Yes.  We have the metrics for 13 

the structures, and also the COLA information -- 14 

  DR. WALLIS:  The metrics, but it's good 15 

enough. 16 

  MR. PATEL:  Right.  That also, not only 17 

that, but the procedures that it developed in the 18 

construction and inspection for site-specific 19 

procedures, as well as the Westinghouse also 20 

developed, helped them develop procedures for that 21 

specific requirement that what they designed for that. 22 

  So we also include that variation of the 23 

procedures and that of the QA.  Also the QA inspection 24 

will be there from the NRC, and also they will submit 25 
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the procedures to NRC. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any other questions?  Okay, 2 

thank you. 3 

  MS. SPICHER:  Thank you.   4 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Now the next item on 5 

our agenda is Item 14.  It's the Applicant's 6 

discussion of Chapter 19.  But before we do anything, 7 

Wes on the request to you and Ed, I don't want to talk 8 

anymore about squib valves today.  I'd like you guys 9 

to -- let me direct your attention to the staff 10 

presentation, their slide, which is it, 18 I think it 11 

is, and the third bullet. 12 

  It says "Westinghouse and Southern Nuclear 13 

will develop IST surveillance activities for squib 14 

valves, based on final design and lessons learned from 15 

qualification process."  Now there's other stuff on 16 

here that talks about the qualification design process 17 

and so on, and we're not asking about that, although 18 

you may want to talk about it. 19 

  But that bullet I'd like addressed either 20 

tomorrow or on the 10th and 11th.  What are you doing? 21 

 Is this some misunderstanding?  What is it that 22 

you're committed to do and when do you know when 23 

you're done, okay? 24 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  All right.   25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Chapter 19. 1 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  I would think that this 2 

presentation will be pretty quick as well.  Chapter 3 

19, in the main, is incorporated by reference.  There 4 

are 59 sections in Chapter 19, and all but three are 5 

IBR'd from the DCD.   6 

  Next slide.  The only item that we want to 7 

cover in our presentation is an SER open item, which 8 

was closed in the advance final SER.  It was open item 9 

19.59-1, seismic margin analysis.  The staff requested 10 

that Westinghouse provide additional seismic margin 11 

analysis in DCD Amendment 18, to confirm that the 1.67 12 

margin exists. 13 

  COL Item 19.59.10-6 was added as part of 14 

that process, to confirm that the seismic margin 15 

analysis documented in the AP-1000 DCD is applicable 16 

to the Applicant at the site.  So we did complete an 17 

evaluation against the ground motion response spectra 18 

and demonstrated that the site-specific, high 19 

competence or low probability of failure values are 20 

equal to or greater than 1.67 times the GMRS. 21 

  Again, we talked about those very small 22 

exceedances.  They were evaluated and confirmed 23 

acceptable.  There were also two additional open items 24 

in the SER for Chapter 19, but they were Bellefonte-25 
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specific, so we don't intend to cover those in this 1 

presentation. 2 

  I have with me Don Moore if you have any 3 

more detailed questions about the seismic analysis, 4 

but that was all. 5 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Well, not just the seismic 6 

analysis.  That's the only one staff raised.  But you 7 

know, the FSAR adopted everything in Chapter 19 except 8 

Appendix A by reference, with no justification.  I saw 9 

that things like your local cooling water aspects and 10 

your local offsite power, made any difference.   11 

  You know, I didn't see any basis for why 12 

those things wouldn't have any effect.  I don't know 13 

if your service water system is identical to what's in 14 

the DCD or I don't remember if there's some change 15 

there.  But I saw no justification, but if you can 16 

provide something, I'd sure be interested. 17 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  This is Bob Hirmanpour, 18 

NuStart Energy.  Overall, Chapter 19 was developed as 19 

part of the Chapter 19.59.  There's a section that 20 

talks about insight and assumptions for the PRA, plus 21 

we had the site interfaces and internal and external 22 

hazards. 23 

  That information was conveyed to all the 24 

applicants, and we were asked if we meet those 25 
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requirements.  As a result of those, we concluded the 1 

design we're providing description of those systems, 2 

like the raw water, service water, that we provide 3 

meet what is required by the PRA and the assumptions 4 

that Westinghouse made. 5 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Was that in the FSAR or 6 

where is that? 7 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  I have to look it up.  I 8 

believe we have a description in there. 9 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I'd like a reference to it, 10 

because I didn't find it.  I mean that would help me, 11 

because I don't know how you justified that, and I 12 

would be interested. 13 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  I will find it out for 14 

you. 15 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I saw the little piece on 16 

winds and floods as well, and I have to confess I need 17 

some help understanding that.  You gave one table of 18 

local, let me find that again.  You know what I'm 19 

referring to.  You had -- 20 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  You have a Table 4 -- 21 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Yes, for the wind and the 22 

other -- 23 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Tornadoes and hurricanes. 24 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Yes.  That table, I didn't 25 
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get it.  So can you explain it?  Can you maybe -- 1 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Again, that was part of 2 

the information I was talking about. 3 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Oh, okay.  That's covered in 4 

that same area. 5 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Right.  Basically, 6 

Westinghouse asked us, look, here's all the 7 

requirements, and the staff wanted more details, 8 

comparing our information against the Westinghouse 9 

information, to make sure the external hazard 10 

assumptions they have made for the PRA are bounding.  11 

  So what we did we went through and looked 12 

at the site-specific.  We looked at the hurricanes, 13 

the frequency of hurricanes, winds, ---.  Everything 14 

else that was in that table, and we made that 15 

comparison to be sure we are still within the bounds 16 

of the PRA, or the frequency is low enough.  In some 17 

cases we -- 18 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I'd like to see that 19 

section, if you can just point me to it. 20 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  It is 19.55, right?  No, 21 

I'm sorry.  19.58 is where the table is, right? 22 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Well, I saw the table.  That 23 

one table of tornadoes and things. 24 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Right.  So which -- if 25 
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you'd clarify your question? 1 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Well, I think what Bob said 2 

was this other section that asked for the comparison  3 

described -- 4 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That was not something that 5 

was in the FSAR.  That was something, a request from 6 

Westinghouse from all the utilities, to confirm that 7 

what Westinghouse assumed is applicable to our plants. 8 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Right.  I will find the 9 

reference.  There's one statement in there -- 10 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I don't recall that we -- 11 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  --where they talked about 12 

specifically they got information from all the 13 

applicants, and how they -- that's what the 14 

information for the basis for all the numbers that 15 

went into the -- 16 

  MEMBER BLEY:  And that was in Chapter 3. 17 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  I believe it's 2 or 3.  18 

I'll find it out. 19 

  MEMBER BLEY:  But if you have the 20 

information you provided them to make the case, that's 21 

what I'm --  22 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Yes.  The information was 23 

between us and it was the proprietary information that 24 

went to the Westinghouse.  But the bounding condition 25 
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was based on those five utilities that provided the 1 

information.  But I'll find that statement. 2 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Okay.  Let me look at that 3 

to see if that leaves me with a question or not. 4 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  We will get that to you 5 

before the end of the day, so that you have the chance 6 

to look at it overnight and if you have any questions. 7 

  MEMBER BLEY:  That's great. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I believe I'm correct in 9 

saying that earlier today, we talked about how 10 

component testing is risk-informed and ranked; 11 

correct? 12 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That's correct. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And Bill, I want to make 14 

sure, since on my list here you had a question about 15 

how that's done.  I'm sorry to bring it up now, but 16 

it's just on my mind.  Were you satisfied? 17 

  MEMBER SHACK:  Yes, no.  The process they 18 

described is, you know, what one would expect. 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, I just thought of it, 20 

because we were talking about the PRA here. 21 

  MEMBER SHACK:  I'm not sure it would make 22 

John happy, but -- 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Well, he's either got to be 24 

here. 25 
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  MEMBER BLEY:  He's sure not going to care 1 

for a week or two. 2 

  (Laughter.) 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Thank you.  All right.  Go 4 

ahead.  Do you have anything further Wes? 5 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That's the end of the 6 

presentation on Chapter 19. 7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any other questions?  All 8 

right.  Thank you very much.   9 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay. 10 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  And now we can have Item 11 

15, which is the staff's discussion of the same 12 

chapter.  13 

  MEMBER BLEY:  And as you're sitting down, 14 

I don't know if it's in your slides, but the same 15 

question I just asked, if you'll tell me why you were 16 

comfortable they didn't need any particular analysis 17 

for those local differences and local cooling water 18 

systems and off-site power and the winds, I'd 19 

appreciate that. 20 

  MR. JOSHI:  My name is Ravi Joshi, I make 21 

-- 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  There's a chair. 23 

  MR. JOSHI:  That's all right.  I'm sure 24 

there is another chair.  Just move up one.  Okay.  My 25 
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name is Ravi Joshi.  I'm lead PM and Chapter PM for 1 

Chapter 19.  Next to me is Suzanne Shroer, and Bret is 2 

also going to help us out for this presentation. 3 

  Actually, there was no standard kind of 4 

open items.  However, there are a couple of items that 5 

we want to talk about, specifically the item related 6 

to assessment.  And then also we also, I think, some 7 

questions about 1958.  If you need to talk about that, 8 

we can do that. 9 

  However, the question that you have 10 

related to off-site power system cooling water. That 11 

item was not described in FSAR, so -- 12 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Yes.  But you didn't ask a 13 

question about it, so somehow you were satisfied. 14 

  MR. JOSHI:  So we need to go back and give 15 

that answer to you.  But right now, there was nothing 16 

in FSAR right now. 17 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Okay.  So the other part of 18 

my question included that 58, and I have trouble 19 

making heads or tails of that --. 20 

  MR. JOSHI:  Correct, and I think I agree 21 

with you, that that was not in FSAR.  I think you're 22 

right.  So with that one, I will ask Suzanne to talk 23 

about the specific item on 19.55. 24 

  MS. SCHROER:  Well Bret's actually going 25 
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to talk about 19.55, but just to hit on your question, 1 

the table in 19.58.  Basically what happened is we 2 

submitted RAIs to the Applicant and said show us that 3 

you're bounded for these external events, and 4 

initially they said yes, we are. 5 

  We said okay, and so we wrote different 6 

RAIs for each of the external events, you know, for 7 

high winds and for all the events, and we said show us 8 

that you're bounded.  So they gave us an RAI response 9 

and then presented a summary of those responses in 10 

that table. 11 

  So they either had to screen the event out 12 

or show how it was bounded by the DCD.  So that's what 13 

that table is, is a summary of all those external 14 

events.  15 

  MEMBER BLEY:  But in reviewing the details 16 

of the RAIs, you were convinced that they were bounded 17 

on those issues? 18 

  MS. SCHROER:  Yes, and actually we have a 19 

backup slide that we can go to -- 20 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Okay, that would be good. 21 

  MS. SCHROER:  --after Bret's presentation, 22 

that kind of shows the delineation of those events. 23 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  While you're at it, this 24 

just reminded me of some discussions we had during the 25 
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DCD review.  It related to the building height.  The 1 

shield building height was reduced by about five feet, 2 

and in the Rev. 17 of the DCD, there was a statement 3 

that that resulted in a 20 percent reduction in wind 4 

loads.   5 

  In the discussion, I believe Westinghouse 6 

said "Well that was not correct," and they were going 7 

to fix it.  The staff had not spotted that and they 8 

were going to fix it in Rev. 18, and hopefully would 9 

get into whoever else needs to do structural analysis. 10 

 Has that been fixed? 11 

  MR. THOMAS:  Yes.  This is Brian Thomas, 12 

Branch Chief, Structural Engineering Branch.  It has 13 

not been fixed.  We are in the process of reviewing 14 

the Rev. 18 and in fact we're planning to sit down 15 

with Westinghouse, I believe it's the week of the 16 

11th, the 10th of January.  We'll go through all of 17 

the concerns about what's in Rev. 18, you know, the 18 

errors, the identification of Tier 1 --. 19 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes.  Well, I just 20 

wondered if that propagated into these acceptances, 21 

that everything's bounded and you know, if the loads 22 

were wrong, then the bounding conclusion could be 23 

wrong.  So I'm just -- I just want to make sure that 24 

we've got it all wrapped up properly.  So that's still 25 
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kind of an open thing until we -- when would we know 1 

that everything's in order? 2 

  MR. THOMAS:  Well, we revisited what was 3 

in the SER, and acknowledge that there was a -- that 4 

was an error, and it will be fixed in the SER.  Now as 5 

far as the, you know, as far as the analysis and the 6 

margin analysis area, I believe that you -- 7 

  MR. TEGELER:  Yes, we've -- that is, this 8 

is a separate issue from the seismic margin.  However, 9 

I think that issue is going to be -- 10 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  It was a wind loading 11 

issue. 12 

  MR. TEGELER:  --under the Chapter 3 review 13 

of wind loading, I suspect.  So that reconciliation 14 

between Rev. 18 and the current SER in determining 15 

whether or not, where that 20 percent came from, I 16 

think that's going to be flushed out on the Chapter 3 17 

side. 18 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes.  If somebody relied 19 

on that 20 percent to conclude that they were bounded, 20 

then that's not right.  So that's all I wanted to get, 21 

track it down all the way to the final decision-making 22 

that relies on some data that could be in error. 23 

  MR. JOSHI:  So I think, if I understand 24 

correctly, this is the DCD SER issue I believe, right? 25 
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  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes.  But if the COLA's 1 

incorporating it by reference and all the analyses are 2 

based on the wrong number, maybe it's important, maybe 3 

it's not.  I'd just like to make sure it gets closed. 4 

  5 

  MR. JOSHI:  Right, I understand.  Why 6 

don't you go ahead? 7 

  MR. TEGELER:  Okay.  I'll make this very 8 

close, because this is a good lead-in.  We just talked 9 

about this in the Vogtle Chapter 3 and the 10 

exceedances.  So as part of the Chapter 19 review, we 11 

wanted to make sure that while for the design basis or 12 

the TMRS, we wanted to make sure there was margin, 13 

there was this 1.67 margin. 14 

  So for the -- I showed earlier that we 15 

didn't believe there were going to be any effects on 16 

the structure of the exceedances, but we wanted to 17 

make sure that the site-specific features such as the 18 

soil support in the nuclear island and the estimates 19 

of sliding, overturning or stability issues, these 20 

were -- there were adequate margins to resist those 21 

effects. 22 

  So Southern did calculations for the 23 

potential for liquefaction and showed the 24 

liquefaction, the potential as extremely low, 25 
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especially given that they had excavated down 90 feet 1 

and then replaced these fine sands with granular 2 

compacted fill.  So they demonstrated that the 3 

potential would be very low for the backfill, if you 4 

will, to liquefy. 5 

  They also looked at the safety margin 6 

against sliding and overturning.  Both those were 7 

greater than one, and in fact I think on the order of 8 

1.1 for both sliding and overturning.  So we judged 9 

that there's adequate margin for stability, foundation 10 

stability, and bearing capacity was also looked at, 11 

and they had margin there. 12 

  So there's SRP criteria for evaluating 13 

factors of safety for bearing capacity and sliding and 14 

overturning.  So based on that, we found that their 15 

analysis acceptable, and that there is margin for the 16 

site.  That's all I have to say. 17 

  MS. SCHROER:  So we'll go to the backup 18 

slides, I guess, and so as I mentioned, Vogtle had the 19 

option of saying the external events were screened 20 

out, or they were already bounded by the DCD, or if 21 

neither of those applied, they would look at it 22 

further in the risk analysis.  23 

  But they screened out all their external 24 

events or showed that they were bounded by the DCD.  25 
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So this is just a summary table, and you can see the 1 

last column really should be not applicable or 2 

comments.  So for tornadoes and hurricanes, they 3 

showed that they were bounded by the DCD. 4 

  MEMBER BLEY:  DCD PRA? 5 

  MS. SCHROER:  Right, by the events assumed 6 

for the DCD PRA.  For external flood, it wasn't 7 

applicable because the max flood was less than 100 8 

feet, which is grade.  I'm sure you're all familiar. 9 

  Aviation, there's two bullets there 10 

because there was the small aircraft and large 11 

aircraft, and the large aircraft was not bounded.  I 12 

think it was the large aircraft was not bounded, but 13 

it was negligible frequency and the small aircraft was 14 

bounded.  I might have that backwards, so I'll look at 15 

that really quick. 16 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Sounds right. 17 

  MS. SCHROER:  Yes, and then for marine, 18 

there was no barge traffic, so that wasn't applicable. 19 

 Pipelines, they kind of did a double whammy here and 20 

they said that they were bounded and even if they 21 

weren't bounded, it didn't matter because there 22 

weren't any pipelines within a ten mile radius of the 23 

plant.  24 

  Railroad, truck and major depots and 25 
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storage areas, on-site storage tanks, eternal  fires 1 

and radiological hazards they all said had negligible 2 

consequences for the reasons they are listed on the 3 

left. 4 

  MEMBER BLEY:  On the right?  But I can't 5 

see.  I can't read them from here. 6 

  MS. SCHROER:  Yes, and so for the 7 

pipelines -- oh, we already went over the pipelines.  8 

For the railroads, the safe stand-off distance was 9 

greater than the closest track or less than the 10 

closest track, and same for the highway.  11 

  Then for the major depots and storage 12 

areas, they were used Review Standard 002, and they 13 

were less than what was considered there.  So we 14 

considered that acceptable.  For the on-site storage 15 

tanks, they were less than the values assumed in Reg 16 

Guide 1.78, or I guess given as the acceptance 17 

criteria. 18 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I forgot to ask them, but I 19 

figure I'll see that when they show me what I asked 20 

for.  But did you look?  Are there any hazards from 21 

across the river, chemical hazards, things like that, 22 

that might perhaps should have been included in a PRA 23 

for this site? 24 

  MS. SCHROER:  Do you want to take it?  Oh. 25 
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 If you're talking about like nearby facilities? 1 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Yes, that will do. 2 

  MS. SCHROER:  Yes, yes.  No, they weren't 3 

any basic. 4 

  MEMBER BLEY:  You looked at that enough to 5 

be convinced.  Okay.  Well, I still want to see what 6 

they were going to show me, but yes. 7 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  In the review of the MOX 8 

facility that we did recently, there was quite a bit 9 

of discussion about the potential for forest fires.  10 

You know, they have an awful lot of -- 11 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Right up close to the area 12 

we were looking at, yes. 13 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes, yes.  Now that's 14 

across the river, you know, and so yes.  But certainly 15 

for contamination, smoke, soot getting into your -- 16 

  MR. BRONSON:  This is Mike Bronson with 17 

Bechtel.  When we looked at lot of those areas -- 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Can't hear you. 19 

  MR. BRONSON:  --most of those are 20 

addressed in Chapter 2 as deterministic analysis, and 21 

that's why they were excluded here.  They did a 22 

deterministic review, found out that it wasn't going 23 

to be a significant impact to the plant, and that's 24 

why it was eliminated. 25 
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  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes, immediate damage.  1 

But I'm just wondering from the standpoint of this 2 

issue we were talking about earlier, smoke, aerosols 3 

depositing on your containment and messing it up.  Did 4 

you deal with that? 5 

  MR. BRONSON:  We did not address in the 6 

manner we addressed smoke in terms of control room 7 

toxicity and such.  8 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Okay. 9 

  MR. BRONSON:  That's immediate effects. 10 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  All right.   11 

  MR. BRONSON:  All right.   12 

  (Off record comments.) 13 

  MR. JOSHI:  Any other comments or 14 

questions? 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Hearing none, thank you.   16 

  MR. JOSHI:  I think what we are going to 17 

propose is that if time permits and if you allow us so 18 

we can bring the Chapter 13, Applicant can provide the 19 

presentation and we will go after -- 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  The Applicant or the staff? 21 

  MR. JOSHI:  First the Applicant will go 22 

for Chapter 13 and then we'll come up with -- 23 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Think you can get both you 24 

and the  Applicant in today? 25 
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  MR. JOSHI:  Yes, if possible, we can try. 1 

 We can try. 2 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  Staff could present one 3 

section. 4 

  MR. JOSHI:  They're going to present 5 

Chapter 13.  Staff is going to present only the AP 6 

portion of Chapter 13, which is the smaller module. 7 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  So we're moving right 8 

along. 9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  You guys want 10 

to do that? 11 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Sure, sure.  Why not? 12 

  MEMBER BLEY:  By the way, this backup 13 

slide we'll get, right.  I don't see it. 14 

  MR. JOSHI:  Yes.  We can give you a copy 15 

of that. 16 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Yes.  We want to make sure 17 

we have that. 18 

  (Off record comments.) 19 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  So this is an 20 

effort to shorten the agenda for tomorrow. 21 

  (Off record comments.) 22 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  We have the hard copies.  23 

We're trying to get the computer copy.  Apparently, it 24 

wasn't sent into the NRC yet, so we're getting it in 25 
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the back. 1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Well, we don't need 2 

to go forward with this once if you guys -- 3 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Well, I'm trying to do it 4 

if we can get it on the computer in time. 5 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  How long is it likely to 6 

take? 7 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  I think it's coming up 8 

right now. 9 

  (Off record comments.) 10 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Again, my name is Wes 11 

Sparkman.  To my left is Neil Haggerty, to my right is 12 

Ted Amundson, and we will talk about Chapter 13.  13 

There are eight subsections for Chapter 13.  Chapter 14 

13 was discussed earlier with the ACRS, and we will 15 

cover items that we did not cover previously. 16 

  In Chapter 13, there were some ESP permit 17 

conditions related to EP.  The EP was approved with 18 

ESP, and the permit conditions carried over into the 19 

COL and became, as you'll see later, departures and 20 

license conditions.  There were PCs or Permit 21 

Conditions 2 through 7 for emergency action levels for 22 

the EP, and Permit Condition 8 for the technical 23 

support center location. 24 

  There were a couple of information items 25 
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associated with Chapter 13, 13.6-01 for a security 1 

plan and physical security ITAAC.  We will not be 2 

discussing that today, as it is for security.  3 

However, we will talk about information item 13.6-05 4 

related to the cybersecurity plan, and then other 5 

topics are 13.7, Fitness for Duty. 6 

  Emergency planning.  As I said before, the 7 

emergency plan with ITAAC was approved on the early 8 

site permit, and the FEMA review of the state and 9 

local plans' concurrence was included in the ESP SER. 10 

 Permit Conditions 2 through 7 became License 11 

Condition 4 in the COL, and Permit Condition 8 related 12 

to the TSC location, as addressed by Departure 18.8-1. 13 

 If you're familiar with the TSC, instead of having a 14 

TSC in each individual unit, we have a common TSC, 15 

which covers all four units. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  We do, and we also have an 17 

open action item on that.  That's not going to be part 18 

of your presentation today? 19 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  No.  That action item, I 20 

believe, is an NRC action item. 21 

  MR. JOSHI:  This is Ravi Joshi.  I think 22 

that action item belongs to the staff, and staff is 23 

going to present that as a part of our presentation. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right. 25 
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  MR. SPARKMAN:  Okay.  Departure 18.8-1 1 

removes the operations support center from the ALARA 2 

briefing room to the control support area for each 3 

unit, and then it also moves the technical support 4 

center from the CSA to the centrally located 5 

communications support center, which is located 6 

between power blocks for Units 2 and 3.  7 

  So Units 1 and 2 are existing units.  3 8 

and 4 were the new units, and in between those two is 9 

where we'll have the common TSC.  We talked about a 10 

variance related to the ESP discussion, because the 11 

location had moved slightly between the ESP and the 12 

COL, and that variance was discussed in the Chapter 1 13 

presentation earlier. 14 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I'm just curious.  With 15 

where you're going to have the TSC between the two, is 16 

the whole complex within one security fence?   17 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Yes. 18 

  MEMBER BLEY:  So you can move around 19 

inside there, okay. 20 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  New additional information 21 

related to Chapter 13.  We did remove the EL scheme 22 

from the EP and placed it in License Condition 4, and 23 

again, relocation of the TSC as addressed in variance 24 

1.2-1.   25 
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  Related to cybersecurity, the NRC issued 1 

the final rule, security requirements in March of 2 

2009, and then subsequent to that, in January of 2010, 3 

issued Revision 0 of Reg Guide 5.71 related to 4 

cybersecurity programs.   5 

  Vogtle 3 and 4, as the RCOLA, submitted a 6 

cybersecurity plan based on Reg Guide 5.71, Appendix 7 

Alpha, which is a guideline for what your plan should 8 

look like, with some deviations that were identified 9 

just by -- I've given a list of a few of those 10 

deviations here.  They were included as part of the 11 

plan, as an appendix to the plan. 12 

  It also, as part of Reg Guide 5.71 there's 13 

an Appendix A, which is a template for the plan, and 14 

then Appendices B and C, which discuss security 15 

controls.  We incorporated B and C as is within one of 16 

the deviations, as it allows us to go in with 17 

Appendices B and C of those controls, to evaluate 18 

those controls and say do you want to implement them, 19 

apply them exactly as stated? 20 

  Do we, because of the particular item 21 

we're discussing, does that control not apply for that 22 

particular item, and to justify why that's the case, 23 

or to come up with an alternative, and justify why 24 

that alternative is acceptable? 25 
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  So in the template, I think they only 1 

apply that to one of the appendices, one of the 2 

deviations, as we apply that same three tier criteria 3 

to both of the appendices. 4 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Let me ask you a question, 5 

but if it's broaching on something we shouldn't talk 6 

about, don't answer it.  I'm just curious, and we 7 

haven't asked staff this yet, if what's been learned 8 

over the last four or five months through the 9 

propagation of this Stuxnet worm, had any impact on 10 

the cybersecurity plan, or do you think that was 11 

already, things like that and the way it propagated 12 

was already covered? 13 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Things like that already 14 

covered in the plan.  You know, obviously we didn't 15 

have glasses to foresee the future, but that type of 16 

an occurrence was addressed and considered. 17 

  DR. WALLIS:  This is part of this 18 

particular area.  It's an evolving thing? 19 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That's correct. 20 

  DR. WALLIS:  And with some hydraulics, it 21 

tends to stay about the same.  Cyber problems could 22 

evolve quite rapidly and you have to respond to that. 23 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  That is correct, that is 24 

correct.  25 
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  MS. SPICHER:  You just do the best you 1 

can. 2 

  DR. WALLIS:  Whereas some dynamic codes 3 

don't seem to change over decades. 4 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Right.  5 

  DR. WALLIS:  So you will do that? 6 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Yes.  We do.  As part of, I 7 

guess, a couple of issues related to the AP-1000 8 

versus existing plants, a lot of issues are designed 9 

into the AP-1000, because it is a digital plant, and 10 

there are a lot of features designed in.  So that we 11 

do not have as many things to deal with and one aspect 12 

as the existing plants did in terms of retrofit. 13 

  Then the other thing is that because it is 14 

a digital plant, we have opportunity, but we've 15 

addressed it as much as we can in design, and then we 16 

have addressed in the cybersecurity plan those things 17 

which cannot be addressed by design or controlled 18 

operation. 19 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Can I ask a question?   20 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Sure. 21 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Dennis, correct me if I'm 22 

wrong.  The last information you talked about the 23 

Stuxnet thing.  The hypothesis was that somebody 24 

somehow got it on a stick and brought it in and stuck 25 
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it in the plant.  Whether that's true or not, I don't 1 

know.  But that's the -- 2 

  MEMBER BLEY:  That's supposedly the way it 3 

was introduced to various -- 4 

  MEMBER BROWN:  And that it got into the 5 

network and eventually -- 6 

  MEMBER BLEY:  And it was targeted at 7 

control systems, a particular type of controller and 8 

its characteristics.  I'm trying, I'm going back now a 9 

year to try to remember all the stuff.  But the 5.71 10 

talked about layered defenses, where you had no 11 

communication outside, you know, boundaries, for 12 

certain types of responses. 13 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  For certain types of 14 

equipment, that's right. 15 

  MEMBER BROWN:  There was a generic 16 

discussion, if I remember correctly, on controls for 17 

introducing software via other means, whether it be by 18 

CDs, and we didn't say flash drives, I don't think.  I 19 

don't remember that.  But whatever other software 20 

introduction devices, external devices. 21 

  You're saying, so you think your plan, as 22 

it states right now, covers this method due to the 23 

controls on software introduction? 24 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Yes. 25 
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  MEMBER BROWN:  Good. 1 

  MR. HAGGERTY:  If I could just add 2 

something to that.  I'm Neil Haggerty with NuStart.  3 

Another aspect of the plan is looking at the various 4 

security bulletins and other alerts that are provided, 5 

you know, more or less looking at operating experience 6 

except on the security side.  7 

  You know, something like the Stuxnet, you 8 

know, that was identified on an alert and that would 9 

be looked at by the cybersecurity team and factored 10 

into. 11 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  Well, let me make an 12 

observation.  This is just for your information,  13 

okay.  This is not a criticism or anything, but just I 14 

suspect that a number of your methodologies are going 15 

to involve laptops, and laptops, you go buy another 16 

set of laptops two years, three years from now and you 17 

buy them and there's an operating system installed on 18 

them, and you put your software and you inspect them 19 

for, you know, viruses and all that other type of 20 

stuff that you think is there. 21 

  This is a real time type thing, and the 22 

program I had direct experience with fortunately was 23 

after I left, so I'm glad I found out about it, was 24 

literally they thought they could just use operating 25 
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systems, you know, plug and play.  You can do all this 1 

kind of stuff.   2 

  We found you couldn't even introduce new 3 

software unless you had the old software operating 4 

system installed on that new laptop you bought.  So 5 

people with software on that new operating system can 6 

have stuff embedded, and there's millions of lines of 7 

code in these operating systems. 8 

  So I'm a little bit leery of the statement 9 

that you've got this covered relative to how you would 10 

do that.  For flash drives, CDs, a few things like 11 

that where you can target, you know, the specific 12 

information on that medium, whereas when you bring in 13 

a set of laptops or you buy new ones because they 14 

break, then that introduces a whole new world, even 15 

though you're using them in an isolated mode of 16 

operation. 17 

  So I'm just making the observation that 18 

this is not as quite as simple as it may sound.  So 19 

that's all I wanted.  That's just an observation. 20 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  And I guess there are two 21 

comments that I would make about that.  I agree with 22 

everything you said.  When I said it was covered, I 23 

was talking about the entire plan, which includes the 24 

information which Neil talked about.  Whereas as 25 
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things progress and you find out new information, you 1 

go back and regroup.  There's a team that is set up in 2 

the plant that's part of the plan, to do those kind of 3 

evaluations and reviews.  4 

  They're not only the design but the 5 

ongoing review that would, as set up by the plan, you 6 

may not be able to anticipate a particular item or if 7 

there's a particular attack today.  But because you've 8 

set up this review team, those kind of things, as they 9 

become available and known, those things would be 10 

reviewed. 11 

  Any new changes to an environment or 12 

changes to features in the plant will be evaluated 13 

prior to implementation.  So I believe that kind of 14 

issue is covered by the plan in large, in an 15 

overarching way is what I'm saying.  That make sense? 16 

  MEMBER BROWN:  And the problem is the 17 

number of lines of code.  I mean the program it's 18 

associated with doesn't have what I call the 19 

commercial operating systems real time, however, 20 

whatever you want to call it, and we don't have two 21 

million lines of code.  We end up with 10 or 15 22 

thousand, maybe 20, and we control it. 23 

  So one of the ways to solve that is to 24 

have your own input devices built into the equipment, 25 
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so that you don't bring in something else.  In other 1 

words, the only thing you do is bring in a problem 2 

that you've programmed yourself.  That eliminates 3 

that.  You don't have that circumstance.   4 

  You're touching, using all the commercial 5 

technology that's available right now.  So I wish you 6 

luck as you go through this.  It's going to be, I 7 

think it's going to be more intensive than what you 8 

think.  I'm finished. 9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Are you guys 10 

finished? 11 

  MR. SPARKMAN:  Not quite.  Fitness for 12 

duty.  The fitness for duty revision to the rule was 13 

published in March of 2008.  It included an addition 14 

of Subpart K Kilo for FFD programs during 15 

construction.  NEI 0606 Rev. 5 was issued in August of 16 

2009, and we received an RAI from the NRC, RAI No. 49. 17 

  As a result of that, revised the FSAR to 18 

confirm the consistency of our plan with the NRC-19 

accepted NEI 0606, to identify the FFD programs that 20 

will be applied to the appropriate categories of 21 

personnel, with an applicable regulatory basis, and to 22 

confirm implementation milestones for various FFD 23 

program phases. 24 

  With these changes, the COL addresses the 25 
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required information related to these regulations.  1 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any other questions?  2 

Unless it creates a hardship, I'd like to do the staff 3 

tomorrow.  Is that all right, on Chapter 13?  The 4 

reason is because it's ten minutes to five.  We have 5 

some discussion we have to do here.  As anxious as I 6 

am to get tomorrow done, I don't want to run too late 7 

today.  Yes.  Did you want to say something? 8 

  MS. McGOVERN:  Well, it's a five minute 9 

presentation and they've been kind enough to come and 10 

sit here for two hours when we asked them to move 11 

themselves up. 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Then if that's 13 

the case, we'll go ahead.  There's only one 14 

subsection, is it? 15 

  MR. JOSHI:  Yes, one subsection. 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  We're going to 17 

do -- 18 

  MS. McGOVERN:  So now you've inspired 19 

Bruce to speak quickly -- 20 

  (Off record comments.) 21 

  MS. McGOVERN:  We'll multi-task.  I'm 22 

Denise McGovern.  Thank you for indulging us and 23 

staying an extra five minutes.  This is Bruce Musico, 24 

who is the lead technical reviewer for emergency 25 
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planning.  He was also the lead technical reviewer for 1 

emergency planning for the Vogtle ESP.  So he has all 2 

of the history behind it. 3 

  MR. MUSICO:  And the lead technical 4 

reviewer for the AP-1000 DCD. 5 

  MS. McGOVERN:  There you go. 6 

  MR. MUSICO:  Okay, no pressure.  Five 7 

minutes.  Good afternoon.  My name's Bruce Musico.  8 

I'm a senior emergency preparedness specialist within 9 

the Office of Nuclear Safeguards and Nuclear Security 10 

and Incident Response Office.  I was the primary 11 

reviewer, I was the reviewer for the COLA, the COL 12 

application COLA for Vogtle.  13 

  The COLA application that we received 14 

incorporates, as you're aware by reference, the ESP 15 

that we issued, ESP 004, as well as the AP-1000 16 

certified design.  My presentation basically is going 17 

to parallel what Southern just went over, so there's 18 

somewhat over an overlap here. 19 

  As they said, the substantive areas of 20 

emergency preparedness were reviewed, the 21 

comprehensive emergency plan, as part of the ESP 22 

application, review.  The NRC reviewed the on-site 23 

emergency plan, the ITAAC and the evacuation time 24 

estimate.  FEMA reviewed the offsite emergency plans 25 
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for the state and local governmental agencies.  1 

Therefore, this review of the COL application was 2 

limited in scope.   3 

  Next slide please.  Specifically, in the 4 

technical evaluation, the staff addressed resolution 5 

of various aspects of the COL application, the 6 

variance, the seven permit conditions that were 7 

mentioned earlier.  There was a departure associated 8 

with the TSC location. 9 

  There were some COL information items that 10 

we had to address, and there was an exception in 11 

regard to the basis for the emergency planning ITAAC. 12 

  13 

  Next slide.  The ESP 004 permit 14 

conditions, the first six were PC 2 through 7, which 15 

dealt with the emergency action levels, and ESP Permit 16 

Condition 8 dealt with resolving the apparent conflict 17 

between the TSC location in the early site permit 18 

application versus the TSC location in the AP-1000 DCD 19 

in the Annex Building.  So we had to resolve that 20 

apparent conflict as part of the COL application. 21 

  Next slide.  This slide deals specifically 22 

with an ACRS Action Item 67, which dealt with the 23 

human factors engineering for the technical support 24 

center, as well as the EP ITAAC.  Let me start from 25 
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the bottom bullet first.   1 

  The EP ITAAC that are relevant to the COL 2 

application consisted of three parts.  First of all, 3 

the two tables that were contained in the ESP 4 

application and were made part of ESP 004 for Units 3 5 

and 4, those carried forward over into the COL.   6 

  Secondly, because the AP-1000 DCD was 7 

referenced, there were some Tier 1 ITAAC located in 8 

Table 3.1-1 that also carried into the COL 9 

application.  There were six individual ITAACs in the 10 

DCD, and they basically overlapped what was already in 11 

the ESP ITAAC. 12 

  Finally, as a result of the proposal to 13 

have a common TSC, we found the need and Southern 14 

proposed additional acceptance criteria, the first one 15 

of which was acceptance criteria 5.1.8, which dealt 16 

with the TSC habitability.   17 

  Because Southern chose to move the TSC 18 

from the Annex Building outside of the building and 19 

have a separate facility, they lost the finality 20 

associated with the previous habitability evaluation 21 

that the staff had done as part of the DCD review, the 22 

AP-1000 DCD review. 23 

  So as a result, they proposed a separate 24 

acceptance criteria to specifically address checking 25 
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the TSC habitability for the new common TSC.  In 1 

addition, they proposed an additional acceptance 2 

criteria 8.1.1.D.2.D, which  proposed an additional 3 

Unit 3 ITAAC exercise objective to address the human 4 

factors engineering requirements that are contained in 5 

our guidance document, pertaining to the TSC. 6 

  It's an interesting relationship that we 7 

have in regard to human factors engineering principle 8 

for emergency planning, in that the source of it is 9 

NUREG 0696, which basically say that there are three 10 

parts.  It basically says that you have to have good 11 

human factors engineering principles applied to the 12 

technical support center, the emergency operation 13 

facility, and the safety parameter display system, the 14 

SPDS. 15 

  As a result of that and the ACRS Action 16 

Item 67, Southern proposed an additional ITAAC to 17 

address the exercise for Unit 3, specifically to 18 

demonstrate the capability of the TSC and EOF 19 

equipment and data displays, to clearly identify and 20 

reflect the affected units. 21 

  In short, this is for the Unit 3 exercise, 22 

when they had the exercise and their other ITAAC 23 

associated with Unit 3 at the TSC.  But this one just 24 

makes sure that the information you're looking at in 25 
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the TSC in support of the Unit 3 exercise is the 1 

applicable information from Unit 3.  2 

  So we felt this was sufficient in regard 3 

to differentiating any problem with respect to 4 

identifying Unit 3 information versus other unit's 5 

information, that are or will be available in the 6 

common TSC.  7 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  Now you said make 8 

sure that it is the Unit 3 information.  What that 9 

says is, I think, better, which is it clearly 10 

identifies and reflects the affected units. 11 

  MR. MUSICO:  The affected units, yes sir, 12 

and the affected unit for the Unit 3 exercise is Unit 13 

3. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I understand that.  But I 15 

guess I'm differentiating between merely verifying 16 

that the data displayed are for Unit 3 and identifying 17 

that as a fact. 18 

  MR. MUSICO:  Well, we have some overlap 19 

here.  As I said, we have additional ITAAC that 20 

pertains to the availability of data from Unit 3 in 21 

the TSC.  So this just sort of umbrellas over the 22 

other ITAAC we have as far as the availability of Unit 23 

3 information in the TSC. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I don't want to belabor it, 25 
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but I'm trying to say I think the way it's worded is 1 

better than the way I hear you saying it.  So I hope 2 

you'll do it the way it's worded. 3 

  MR. MUSICO:  Yes, we are. 4 

  MS. McGOVERN:  That's the wording from the 5 

ITAAC. 6 

  MR. MUSICO:  Yes.  As a matter of fact, I 7 

agree. 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  If you'd just read it 9 

then -- 10 

  MR. MUSICO:  Yes.  As a matter of fact, 11 

Acceptance Criteria 5.1.8 and the second one which is 12 

quoted there are included in the ITAAC tables.  We 13 

added those to the ITAAC tables that are in the safety 14 

evaluation report.  Next slide. 15 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Charlie, go ahead. 16 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Yes.  You said this is a 17 

Unit 3 ITAAC exercise/objective.  When Unit 4, I 18 

presume, since this is Vogtle 3 and 4, it will 19 

eventually get built, right.  You intend now to have a 20 

Unit 4/Unit 3 combined exercise to ensure that now 21 

during the construction and the integration, you 22 

haven't compromised the individual sets of data?  I 23 

would think this would not be in one unit only. 24 

  MR. MUSICO:  This is not necessary for 25 
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Unit 4  to answer your question, no.  The Unit 4 1 

exercise will be in support of qualifying Unit 4, to 2 

make sure that data is available from Unit 4.  Again, 3 

 similar to Unit 3, we have additional ITAAC for Unit 4 

4 for the availability of data. 5 

  MEMBER BROWN:  So you would repeat the 6 

operability test for Unit 4 once it's up, of this 7 

exercise? 8 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  That's why I said, 9 

the way they wrote the words are better than the way 10 

he says them, because the way they wrote the words, 11 

the answer to your question is yes.  12 

  MEMBER BROWN:  But he didn't say yes. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I know that. 14 

  MR. MUSICO:  Yes. 15 

  (Laughter.) 16 

  MR. MUSICO:  Next slide.  Okay, we had 17 

three EP confirmatory items.  These are minor issues. 18 

 This is basically some clean-up with respect to 19 

responses to RAIs that we received, and some clean-up. 20 

 That will be reflected in the next revision of the 21 

COL application.  There's nothing substantial here.  22 

We don't see any problems going forward as far as 23 

closing these out.  Next slide. 24 

  MEMBER BROWN:  And I have one more 25 
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question please, and I've forgotten the answer.  I 1 

probably know this already, but I've just forgotten.  2 

In TSC, are there separate sets of displays, etcetera, 3 

for each plant once you get there, so that they're not 4 

mixed? 5 

  MR. MUSICO:  The specifics associated with 6 

the design of the systems, we haven't reviewed that.  7 

We don't know exactly what that's going to be.  Maybe 8 

Southern could address that, Ted Amundson. 9 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I didn't remember.  That 10 

wasn't enumerated in the DCD? 11 

  MR. MUSICO:  Well, that's the -- 12 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  Ted Amundson, Southern 13 

Nuclear. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  That's why we had the 15 

action item to begin with, because there wasn't an 16 

answer to that question. 17 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay. 18 

  MS. McGOVERN:  Okay. 19 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  Ted Amundson, Southern 20 

Nuclear.  The answer is yes.  There will be separate 21 

display.  You will be able to all four units 22 

concurrently, data from all four units concurrently. 23 

  MEMBER BROWN:  That's different than 24 

separate -- 25 
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  MR. AMUNDSON:  There will be separate 1 

displays available for -- 2 

  MEMBER BROWN:  By plant? 3 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  By plant, correct. 4 

  MEMBER BROWN:  As well as, okay.  Well, 5 

that makes an assumption that your computing 6 

facilities are also separated by plant.  They're not 7 

multiplexing the data?  Is that also -- do you 8 

understand what I'm saying? 9 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  No.  There should be 10 

separate lines coming in from each control room, 11 

correct.  It's not multiplexing data. 12 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  That's the simplest way to 13 

satisfy the words as written -- 14 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I understand that.  It's 15 

just you're looking for a little bit of depth here on 16 

how they intend to do that.  If you brought everything 17 

into the same computer, and then it was split out to 18 

displays, which were separate, that's -- you're 19 

setting yourself up, that's all. 20 

  MR. MUSICO:  From our standpoint, we look 21 

to see the availability, look for the availability of 22 

certain information in the TSC.  Whether it's on the 23 

same display and you just change the screen between 24 

units or you have separate displays, it's the 25 
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availability of that information and it's whether it 1 

clearly from a particular unit that we're concerned 2 

with, and that meets our guidance, as far as the 3 

information that's necessary. 4 

  MEMBER BROWN:  So you don't worry about 5 

somebody mixing up displays if it's on the same 6 

display, the information that's on the same display? 7 

  MR. MUSICO:  We would worry about somebody 8 

mixing up the display, and that's why -- 9 

  MEMBER BROWN:  That would be a real 10 

concern. 11 

  MR. MUSICO:  That's why we have exercise 12 

objectives, to demonstrate the capability to clearly 13 

display the information relevant to that particular 14 

unit. 15 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Okay.  I guess Southern 16 

Nuclear said they're going to have separate displays, 17 

so I'll -- I don't know whether that's locked, but 18 

that's -- I'll listen.  Go ahead.  I'm sorry, Harold, 19 

go ahead. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  No, that's all right.  21 

We're done, I think. 22 

  MR. MUSICO:  Next slide. 23 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  If I might though, could I 24 

clarify just one point?  I have a technical expert 25 
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back here that wants me to clarify.  This is coming 1 

over a business network, so there is a server that 2 

provides this data that's coming into the unit, into 3 

the TSC, the way it -- for our EOF. 4 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  So there's a single machine 5 

that receives information? 6 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  There's redundancies, but 7 

there is a -- it's coming over a business network. 8 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, which is 9 

interconnected to everybody? 10 

  MR. AMUNDSON:  Correct. 11 

  MEMBER BROWN:  Not a nifty idea, but go 12 

ahead. 13 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Go. 14 

  MR. MUSICO:  Okay.  This slide just lists 15 

the post-COL activities, which consists of license 16 

condition, implementation milestones and ITAAC.  It's 17 

just a summary list.  You can read it, and the next 18 

slide? 19 

  Finally, our conclusion is that the 20 

complete and integrated emergency plans are adequate. 21 

 There's reasonable assurance that the plans can be 22 

implemented.  A point of information here is that this 23 

conclusion, as far as the adequacy of the emergency 24 

plans and reasonable assurance that they could be 25 
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implemented, is the same conclusion that FEMA made 1 

with respect to the off-site plans. 2 

  Then the NRC looks at their conclusion, as 3 

well as our on-site review, in the context of a 4 

completely integrated emergency plan, on-site and off-5 

site plans, and makes the final conclusion that 6 

there's reasonable assurance that adequate protective 7 

measures can and will be taken in the event of a 8 

radiological emergency at the Vogtle site in support 9 

of full power operation for Units 3 and 4, and that's 10 

it. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Any other questions?  Thank 12 

you.  Ravi, it looks to me like all the action items 13 

are addressed that we had coming into this meeting but 14 

for Item 64, which reads when the hydrogen is 15 

replenished, you bring some sort of truck on site.  16 

This is -- 17 

  MR. JOSHI:  I think that's the one I 18 

believe Southern is going to be responding to that 19 

one, or already responded. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right, all right. 21 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  I think they already did. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  We covered that already? 23 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  The last I remember. 24 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right. 25 
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  MR. JOSHI:  I think we have stopped at one 1 

item, which is 67.  There were three different action 2 

items in the COL. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes, that's right.  No, 67 4 

we just addressed. 5 

  MR. JOSHI:  That's correct. 6 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right. 7 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  So actually 64, we are 8 

still planning to address. 9 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  I thought I must have 10 

missed it if you did. 11 

  MS. AUGHTMAN:  We had intended to cover it 12 

with Chapter 6 previously, but we ended up separating 13 

that out.  We can address that tomorrow. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  Let's not do it now. 15 

 We've got a little more work to do here, and then I 16 

think we probably better -- 17 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Mr. Chairman, could I add 18 

one thing.  I have a response for that question I was 19 

asked earlier about the external hazard table.  The 20 

information is in the FSAR Section 1958-3.  Basically, 21 

we concluded, we compared that table you were talking 22 

about, which is the external hazards.   23 

  We compared that with the --, which is  a 24 

Westinghouse document, GLR 101 and GLR 101 was 25 
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docketed.   1 

  MEMBER BLEY:  You gave me too many numbers 2 

all at one time. 3 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  FSAR Section is 1958. 4 

  MEMBER BLEY:  But that's just the external 5 

winds and things. 6 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Right. 7 

  MEMBER BLEY:  That's not the local cooling 8 

water and local offsite power and their impacts. 9 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Those are included as 10 

part of site  interfaces, which are Chapter 1, where 11 

we talk about site interfaces.  There's a table in 12 

there that refers you to different sections of FSAR, 13 

how we covered every site interface. 14 

  MEMBER BLEY:  And shows, how you show they 15 

were bounded by the DCD PRA? 16 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I don't remember that. 17 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  DCD PRA does not talk 18 

about all the interfaces.  It depends what they are.  19 

If there are part of the insights, we would have 20 

reviewed the insights to make sure there's no 21 

additional requirement.  But overall, all the 22 

interfaces are part of Chapter 1.   23 

  MEMBER BLEY:  I'll go back and look at 24 

Chapter 1, but what Southern Company had said was you 25 
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had to show that for these cases, you were bounded by 1 

the PRA, and you say that's in tables in Chapter 1? 2 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Chapter 1 includes design 3 

that have  instrumentals and design requirements for 4 

the interfaces. 5 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Yes, yes. 6 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  As far as external 7 

hazard, that's in Chapter 19, Section 1958. 8 

  MEMBER BLEY:  My question began with you 9 

said you needed no changes to systems analyses or 10 

initiating events or frequencies or anything like 11 

that, and that can only be true if those that were 12 

modeled in the DCD PRA and some fashion bound your 13 

local site conditions and the ones I brought up were 14 

the ones that are often very different, which is your 15 

local off-site power and raw cooling waters or how 16 

your service water interacts with the ultimate heat 17 

sink, that kind of thing. 18 

  I was asking for where is it shown that 19 

those are -- that you don't need to modify the DCD PRA 20 

to account for your local conditions. 21 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Yes.  Basically, PRA 22 

covers the safety-significant systems and risk-23 

significant systems. 24 

  MEMBER BLEY:  And the support systems that 25 
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take care of them, and the initiating events that 1 

drive the scenarios.  2 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Yes, and based on that, 3 

they provide the interface requirements that we have 4 

to meet.  That's what's in Chapter 1.  So if PRA 5 

assumed you shall have raw water or service water 6 

sustainment, that's what the requirement is.  That's 7 

included in the -- 8 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Where's the analysis of 9 

those systems?  It should be in the PRA.  I'm missing 10 

the boat here somewhere.  And staff told me that they 11 

were comfortable with it, but they didn't tell me how. 12 

 They were waiting for your answer to show me how it 13 

was shown that you didn't need to model those things 14 

for your COL PRA. 15 

  MR. HIRMANPOUR:  Okay.  We'll get back to 16 

you tomorrow on that. 17 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Okay, thanks. 18 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay.  So now I've got to 19 

add one more thing.  I'm not sure I had it correctly. 20 

 Okay.  I'd like to go around quickly.  I don't want 21 

to create any action items here, because I think most 22 

everything will be addressed further tomorrow, and 23 

that just complicates the bookkeeping unnecessarily, 24 

unless we have to carry it over to another meeting. 25 
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  On my list, I had Mario's concern about 1 

why the debris limitation isn't a tech spec item.  The 2 

explanation comes from what belongs in the tech spec 3 

and what doesn't.  I'd just like a little bit more 4 

discussion of that tomorrow, Ravi.  Could you just 5 

make it a simple this is what's in and this is why 6 

that shouldn't include the debris?  That's such an 7 

important issue that  it's a fair question to ask. 8 

  I think that on my list also, I have this 9 

matter that we came across today about the addition of 10 

screens as an enhancement on the containment vessel 11 

weir inlets.  I don't believe, I haven't identified 12 

anybody who has a concern about it.   13 

  I'm just going to ask the question is that 14 

part of the design now?  In other words, I assume it's 15 

not simply an optional or discretionary thing, or 16 

something that doesn't need to be identified in the 17 

design.  We just got Rev. 18 in December 2nd.  So the 18 

question is is that in the design or is that something 19 

yet to come? 20 

  If it's not in the design, well excuse me. 21 

 I guess I should say either way, has the staff given 22 

any review to it, and I'm just trying to understand 23 

what the status of it is, not express some concern 24 

about it, because frankly I can't figure out a 25 
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concern.  But it is an important feature, it would 1 

seem, in the critical water flow that is provided for 2 

the containment vessel. 3 

  Then we will have a further discussion of 4 

the item that I mentioned from the staff presentation 5 

on the squib valve, ISI and IST program development.  6 

We'll hear more about that tomorrow after Westinghouse 7 

and Southern have a chance to agree and decide on what 8 

they want to say about it. 9 

  Then finally the item here that Dennis 10 

talked about, which I don't know how the heck you 11 

describe it.  It's basically the COL PRA. 12 

  MEMBER BLEY:  COL PRA local auxiliary 13 

systems? 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  What do you want to -- 15 

  MEMBER BLEY:  That's already said, so it's 16 

good enough. 17 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Again, I'm not 18 

trying to -- 19 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Say support system. 20 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right. 21 

  MEMBER BLEY:  Local support system. 22 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  I'm not trying to write an 23 

action item here.  With that, I've identified what's 24 

on my list at this point in time.  Sanjoy? 25 
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  MEMBER BANERJEE:  Yes.  The only two 1 

points.  I guess it would be nice to hear what the 2 

screens are there for.  I presume it's for debris 3 

which gets in by some other route but that we not have 4 

identified with the FSAR or something.  But in any 5 

case, that should be clarified. 6 

  The second point is with regard to venting 7 

of the lines.  It should be clarified as to whether 8 

all the lines that have prevented were identified in 9 

the DCD, and if there was anything left over to the 10 

COL.  Perhaps not.  I think that's about it. 11 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay. 12 

  MEMBER BANERJEE:  But anyway, we seek 13 

clarification. 14 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Yes.  We're not -- again, 15 

I'm not writing an action item here.  We're just 16 

identifying something at the end of the first day.  If 17 

the Applicants want to say anything more about it, 18 

they're invited to do so, and thereby perhaps 19 

eliminate creating an action item.  Sam? 20 

  MEMBER ARMIJO:  Yes.  I just had an 21 

information request on how the coatings would be 22 

periodically inspected on the shield building on the 23 

steel, and I think Westinghouse should kind of give a 24 

little briefing. 25 
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  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Okay, fine.  Dennis, 1 

anything more? 2 

  MEMBER RYAN:  No, nothing else. 3 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  Bill?  Charlie?   4 

  MEMBER BROWN:  I'll wait until after their 5 

discussion tomorrow on the IST. 6 

  CHAIRMAN RAY:  All right.  Mario?  Okay.  7 

With that, we'll -- what do we do?  Let's see.  We go 8 

to recess.  That's the way it goes.  We'll recess and 9 

resume tomorrow morning at 8:30. 10 

  (Whereupon, at 5:15 p.m., the meeting was 11 

recessed, to reconvene on Thursday, December 16, 2010 12 

at 8:30 a.m.) 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 
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VEGP 3&4 OverviewVEGP 3&4 Overview

 COL Application submitted March 28, 2008pp ,

 IBR of WEC AP1000 DCD Amendment Application

 IBR of SNC VEGP Early Site Permit Application

 ESP and LWA-A issued August 26, 2009

 Submitted initially as Subsequent COLA following TVA BLN as 

the Reference COLA

 VEGP became Reference COLA for AP1000 plants in 2009

 LWA-B submitted October 6, 2009

 Scope includes reinforcing steel, sumps and drain lines, other 

embedded items, and first concrete
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R COLA Chapter 1: R-COLA Chapter 1: 
Introduction and General Description of the Plant

1 1 Introduction1.1 Introduction

1.2 General Plant Description

1.3 Comparisons with Similar Facility Designs1.3 Comparisons with Similar Facility Designs

1.4 Identification of Agents and Contractors

1.5 Requirements for Further Technical Information

1.6 Material Referenced

1.7 Drawings and Other Detailed Information

1.8 Interfaces for Standard Design

1.9 Compliance with Regulatory Criteria
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1.10 Nuclear Power Plants to be Operated on Multi-Unit Sites
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R COLA Chapter 1: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: SER Open Items

SER O  I  ( l d i  AFSER)SER Open Items (closed in AFSER)

OI 1-1:  Incorporation of Certified Design

OI 1-2:  License Conditions Determination (NRC)

OI 1.4-2:  Regulatory Criteria Conformance

OI 1 4 3   C i  H d  Id ifi i  d C lOI 1.4-3:  Construction Hazards Identification and Controls

OI 1.4-4:  Construction Hazards Program Milestone

OI 1 5 1:  Parts 30  40 & 70 License InformationOI 1.5-1:  Parts 30, 40 & 70 License Information
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R COLA Chapter 1: Other TopicsR-COLA Chapter 1: Other Topics

D  d E iDepartures and Exemptions

Departures Listed in FSAR Table 1.8-201

COLA Part 7 provides discussions and justifications

ESP Variances

Identified in FSAR Table 1.6-202

COLA Part 7 provides discussions and justifications
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R COLA Chapter 1: Plant Specific ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: Plant-Specific Items

Pl S ifi  S l l I f iPlant-Specific Supplemental Information

VEGP SUP Examples 

- Location

- Schedule 

- ESP Incorporation 

- Southern Nuclear Operating Company & contractors

- DCD plant interfaces

- Company fleet-specific practices
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R COLA Chapter 1: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: SER Open Items
OI 1-1: Incorporation of Certified Design

• The Staff noted that the AP1000 design certification • The Staff noted that the AP1000 design certification 
amendment was not yet complete and that the COL 
applicant may need to supplement the COL application 
based on the outcome of the AP1000 design certification based on the outcome of the AP1000 design certification 
rulemaking.

• The applicant has addressed several revisions to the DCD 
d t d d t  i t  b  f  th  amendment and agreed to incorporate by reference the 

final approved DCD into the COL application. 

• The staff found the response acceptable and is addressing p p g
completion of this item, i.e., incorporation of the final 
approved DCD, as confirmatory. 
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R COLA Chapter 1: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: SER Open Items
OI 1.4-2:  Regulatory Criteria Conformance

• The Staff noted that the application discussions of • The Staff noted that the application discussions of 
Regulatory Guide conformance were still under review and 
the Staff had not yet made a determination of whether the 
responses to related RAIs were acceptable. responses to related RAIs were acceptable. 

• In response to various RAIs primarily related to consistency 
between Tables 1.9-201 and Appendix 1AA, the applicant 

id d i d COL i f ti  l t d t  R l t  provided revised COL information related to Regulatory 
Guide conformance. 

• The staff found the responses acceptable and concluded p p
that the open item has been satisfactorily resolved.
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R COLA Chapter 1: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: SER Open Items
OI 1.4-3:  Construction Hazards Identification and Controls

• The Staff noted that the application discussions of potential pp p
hazards to operating units due to construction activities were 
still under review and the Staff had not yet made a 
determination of whether the responses to related RAIs were 
acceptable  acceptable. 

• The NRC issued a draft of ISG-22, “Interim Staff Guidance on 
Impact of Construction of New Nuclear Power Plants on 
Operating Units at Multi-Unit Sites,” which discusses the Operating Units at Multi Unit Sites,  which discusses the 
evaluation of potential hazards from constructing new plants 
on SSCs important to safety for existing (or new) operating 
plants that are located at the site. 

• The staff found the responses to RAIs and proposed FSAR 
revisions acceptable and concluded that open item has been 
satisfactorily resolved.
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R COLA Chapter 1: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: SER Open Items
OI 1.4-4:  Construction Hazards Program Milestone

• The Staff noted that the application discussion of the • The Staff noted that the application discussion of the 
implementation of a program to identify and mitigate 
potential hazards to operating units due to construction 
activities were still under review and the Staff had not yet activities were still under review and the Staff had not yet 
made a determination of whether the responses to related 
RAIs were acceptable. 

Th  NRC i d  d ft f ISG 22  hi h di  th  • The NRC issued a draft of ISG-22, which discusses the 
appropriate implementation timing for the construction 
hazards program. 

• The staff found the proposed implementation milestone 
acceptable and concluded that open item has been 
satisfactorily resolved.
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R COLA Chapter 1: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 1: SER Open Items
OI 1.5-1:  Parts 30, 40 & 70 License Information

• The Staff noted that the application information supporting • The Staff noted that the application information supporting 
issuance of licenses pursuant to Parts 30, 40 and 70 
activities were still under review and the Staff had not yet 
made a determination on acceptability of the information made a determination on acceptability of the information 
provided in the application.

• In response to this Open Item and subsequent RAIs, the 
li t id d dditi l i f ti  i l di   applicant provided additional information, including a 

revised VEGP COL FSAR Table 13.4-201 and a materials 
control and accounting program description.

• The staff found the information acceptable and concluded 
that open item has been satisfactorily resolved.
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R COLA Chapter 1: Other TopicsR-COLA Chapter 1: Other Topics
Departures and Exemptions

One new Standard Departure
• 8.3-1 re voltage regulating transformers

Two VEGP Specific Departures
• 9.2-1 re potable water system filtration 
• 18 8-1 re emergency operations facilities locations• 18.8 1 re emergency operations facilities locations

One new STD Exemption 
• SNM Material Control and Accounting Program Description
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12/15-16/2010 15



R COLA Chapter 1: Other TopicsR-COLA Chapter 1: Other Topics
Early Site Permit Variances

• 1.2-1 revised site layout
• 1.6-1 update of DCD Revision referenced in ESP 

applicationapplication
• 1.6-2 update of DCD Revision referenced in ESPA 

SSAR Section 3.8.5, Foundations
• 1.6-3 update of DCD Revision referenced in ESPA 

SSAR Chapter 15, Accident Analyses
2 2 1 d t d it ifi  h i l• 2.2-1 updated site-specific chemicals

• 2.3-1 updated temperature characteristics for 
consistency with DCD changes
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Staff Review Team
• Technical Staff

– Mike Dusaniwskyj, NRR
– Larry Harris, NSIR
– Robert Moody, NSIR
– Ed Roach, DCIP

• Project Management
– Ravindra Joshi, Projects
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Overview
Completed Milestones:
• Received VEGP COL Application-3/28/2008
• Acceptance Review Completed-4/24/2008
• VEGP designated as RCOLA-4/28/2009
• Vogtle ESP/First LWA granted—8/26/09
• Received the Second LWA request-10/6/2009
• Safety Review Phases 1 through 4 are complete
• Phase 5—ACRS Subcommittee Review December 15-16
• Phase 5—ACRS Full Committee January 2011

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 1 – Interactions and Interfaces 3



Vogtle COL Application
• Vogtle COL application incorporates the ESP site safety analysis report (SSAR) and 

incorporates by reference the Westinghouse AP1000 Design Certification (DC) and 
DC amendment.

• Vogtle ESP/LWA1 was granted on August 26, 2009.
• Vogtle Application consists of:

– material incorporated by reference (IBR) from portions of the ESP, and DCD
 Staff’s safety evaluation for ESP and DC reflected in NUREG-1923, and 

NUREG-1793 and its supplement, respectively
 Staff’s safety evaluation of AP1000 DC amendment was completed and 

presented to the committee
– standard content material (applicable to all AP1000 COL applicant)

 Vogtle’s safety evaluation for standard content generally references 
Bellefonte safety evaluation report with open items 

 Vogtle’s safety evaluation provides the basis for standard content open item 
resolution

– Vogtle plant specific information.
– Second LWA request received 10/6/2009
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ACRS Interactions--RCOL
• AP1000 COL Standard Content Review

– 19 of 19 SER with open items chapters issued; most presented
• Areas where standard content SER has not yet been provided 

– Chapter 6 and Sections 3.7 and 3.8 
– Cyber security and fitness for duty
– Loss of large areas due to fires/explosions
– Security (outside of ACRS charter)

• The Advanced Safety Evaluation Report (ASER) was  issued on a 
chapter-by-chapter basis

• All open items on standard content were resolved prior to chapter 
issuance.  Plant-specific issues were also resolved prior to chapter 
issuance. Some confirmatory items remained. 

• Three meetings (June 24-25,July 21-22, and September 20-21) were 
completed  with the ACRS AP1000 subcommittee through this calendar 
year.  Chapters 2, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 16, 17, and 18 were presented at 
those meetings

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 1 – Introduction and Interfaces 5



Vogtle COL Overview

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 1 – Introduction and Interfaces 6

Part Number Description Evaluation

1 General and Administration Information Section 1.5.1

2 Final Safety analysis Report In appropriate SER Chapters

3 Environmental Report Final Environmental Impact statement

4 Technical Specifications Chapter 16

5 Emergency Plan Chapter 13

6 Limited Work Authorization  # 2 Section 3.8.5

7 Departure Reports In appropriate SER Chapters

8 Security Plan Section 13.6

9 Withheld Information In appropriate SER Chapters

10 Proposed Combined License Conditions (Including ITAAC) In appropriate SER Chapters

11 Information Incorporated by Reference (e.g., quality
assurance plan, material control and accountability 
program)

In appropriate SER Chapters

Other Parts (e.g., Mitigative  Strategies Document, Cyber 
Security Plan)

In appropriate SER Chapters



Overview of Vogtle COL FSAR Chapter 1

FSAR Section Summary of Departures/Supplements

1.1  Introduction Incorporated By Reference (IBR) with standard and site 
specific supplements

1.2  General Plant Description IBR with site-specific supplements

1.3  Comparisons with Similar Facility designs Completely IBR

1.4  Identification of Agents and Contactors IBR with site-specific supplements

1.5  Requirements for Further Technical Information Completely IBR

1.6 Material Referenced IBR with standard  and site-specific supplements

1.7  Drawings and Other Detailed Information IBR with site-specific supplements

1.8  Interface for Standard Designs IBR with site-specific supplements

1.9  Compliance with Regulatory Criteria IBR with  standard and site-specific supplements

1.10  Nuclear Power Plants to be Operated on Multi-Units 
Sites

Standard and site-specific supplemental information

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 1 – Introduction and Interfaces 7



Vogtle COL Technical Topics of Interest
• Departures and Exemptions

– Departures
 COL application organization and numbering (Section 1.3)
 PWS Filtration (Section 9.2-1)
 Emergency response facility locations (Sections 12.5, 13.3 and 18.8)
 Class 1E voltage regulating transformer current limiting   features (Section 

8.3.2)
– Exemptions

 COL application organization and numbering (Section 1.5.4)
 From requirements of 10 CFR 70.22(b), 70.32(c), and 10 CFR 74.31, 74.41 

and 74.51(Section 1.5.4)
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ESP COL Action Items
• Hydrazine Hazard from Onsite Storage Tanks(Section 2.2.3)
• Other Chemicals Hazards from Onsite Storage Tanks (Section 2.2.3)
• Ultimate Heat Sink Design (Section 2.3.1)
• Chelating Agents (Section 2.4.13)
• Access Control Measures to Address Existing Spur (Section 13.6)
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VEGP ESP Variances
• Variance from VEGP ESP SSAR Section 1.6, ―Material Incorporated by 

Reference‖ (Section 1.4.4)

• Variance from VEGP ESP SSAR Section 3.8.5, ―Foundation‖  (Section 

3.8.5)
• Variance from VEGP ESP SSAR Chapter 15, ―Accident Analysis (Chapter 

15)
• Section 1.2, ―General Site Description, ‖Section 13.3, ―Emergency 

Planning,‖ and VEGP ESP Part 5, ―Emergency Plan‖ (Section 13.3)

• Variance from VEGP ESP SSAR Section 2.2.3.2, ―Hazardous Chemical‖ 

and VEGP ESP SSAR Table 2.3-6, ―Potential Hazards‖(Section 2.2)

• Variance from VEGP ESP SSAR Section 2.3.1.5, ―Meteorology (Section 

2.3)
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Technical Topics of Interest
Other Topics of Interest
• Financial  and Technical qualifications Review

– Technical  qualification review in accordance with 10 CFR 52.97(a)(1)(iv) ---
(Section 1.4.4)

– Evaluates financial resources to build, operate and eventually  decommission a 
nuclear facility in accordance with 10 CFR 52.79(a)(1)(iv)--(Section 1.5.1)

• Special Nuclear Material (SNM) Material Control & Accounting(MC&A) 
Program

– The SNM MC&A program will be developed for control and accounting of SNM in 
accordance with applicable requirements of 10 CFR 74 Part A and B and will be 
consistent with ANSI 15.8-2009.

– The SNM MC&A meets reporting and recording requirements of 10 CFR 74.11, 
74.13, 74.15 and 74.19.

– The Physical Security Plan will be implemented prior to receipt of fuel onsite in 
accordance with 10 CFR 73.55. 

– The program will be implemented prior to receipt of SNM at the plant site.
– Staff finds the program acceptable
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Technical Topics of Interest
Exemption: Special Nuclear Material (SNM) Material Control & 
Accounting Program (MC&A)

• The provisions of 10 CFR 70.22(b) requires an application for a license for SNM to 
include a full description of the applicant’s program for MC&A of SNM under         

10 CFR 74.31, 10 CFR 74.33, 10 CFR 74.41, and 10 CFR 74.51
• However, 10 CFR 70.22(b), 10 CFR 70.32(c), 10 CFR 74.31, 10 CFR 74.41, and  

10 CFR 74.51 include exceptions for nuclear reactors licensed under 10 CFR Part 
50 but does not include exception to reactor licensees under 10 CFR 52

• The applicant requested an exemption from requirements of 10 CFR 70.22(b), 
70.32(c), and 10 CFR 74.31, 74.41 and 74.51

• The applicant stated that the purpose of this exemption request is to seek a similar 
exception for this COL under 10 CFR Part 52, such that the same regulations will 
be applied to the SNM MC&A program as nuclear reactors licensed under 10 CFR 
Part 50
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Technical Topics of Interest
Exemption: Special Nuclear Material (SNM)Material Control & Accounting 
Program (MC&A)

• The NRC staff reviewed the subject exemption, which will allow the applicant to 
have a similar exception for the COL under 10 CFR Part 52, such that the same 
regulations will be applied to the SNM MC&A program as nuclear reactors 
licensed under 10 CFR Part 50, 

• Staff  Determined
 that this requested exemption will not present an undue risk to the public 

health and safety and
 is otherwise in the public interest. In addition, this exemption is consistent 

with the Atomic Energy Act or any other statue and is therefore authorized 
by law. 

 Therefore, granting this exemption will not adversely affect the common 
defense and security. 

 Further, the application of the regulation in these particular circumstances is 
not necessary to achieve the underlying purpose of the rule.
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Standard Content Open Items

Open items

• 1-1, to update application based on outcome of AP1000 design
certification amendment

• 1-2, staff to determine which FSAR commitments require a license
condition

• 1.4-2, Regulatory Guide tables to be updated and confirmed correct 
references

• 1.4-3, staff to complete review of applicant’s assessment of potential 
hazards due to construction of one unit on operating units on site

• 1.4-4, to provide a positive commitment for when management
programs to be in place to address hazards of construction on operating 
units

• 1.5-1,  to provide a discussion of which parts of application support
issuance of 10 CFR 30, 40 and 70 (byproduct, source material and Special 
Nuclear Material) licenses
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Resolution of Standard Content Open Items

1-1 To update application based on outcome of AP1000 design certification 
amendment
• The applicant will incorporate by reference the certified Design

1-2 Staff to determine which FSAR commitments require a license condition
• Using the guidance of ISG-15, the staff identified certain FSAR 

commitments in individual sections of the SER

1.4-2 Regulatory Guide tables to be updated and confirmed correct references
• The applicant revised Appendix 1AA and Table 1.9-201 
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1.4-3 Staff to complete review of applicant’s assessment of potential hazards 

due to construction of one unit on operating units on site
• The applicant’s proposed revision to the FSAR meets the guidance 

of ISG-22(draft) and therefore meets the requirements of 10 CFR 
52.79(a)(31)

1.4-4 Applicant to provide a positive commitment for when management 
programs to be in place to address hazards of construction on operating 
units
• The applicant  proposed to revise the FSAR to positively state that 

the management programs will be in place when there is an 
operating unit on the site.

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 1 – Introduction and Interfaces 16

Resolution of Standard Content Open Items



1.5-1 Applicant to provide a discussion of which parts of application support 
issuance of 10 CFR 30 and 40 (byproduct and source material) licenses
• The applicant provided information on the following programs:

 radiation protection program
 fire protection program, 
 security program 
 non-licensed staff training program, 
 emergency plan for the 30/40/70 license 
 material control and accounting (MC&A) program for special nuclear 

material (SNM). 
• This information meets the requirements of 10 CFR 30, 40 and 70.
• The staff proposed the license conditions provisions for the VEGP 

COL, as it relates to authorization pursuant to regulations in 10 CFR 
Parts 30, 40, and 70 and the SNM MC&A program
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R COLA Chapter 6: R-COLA Chapter 6: 

Engineered Safety Features

6.1 Engineered Safety Feature Materials

6 2 Containment Systems 6.2 Containment Systems 

6.3 Passive Core Cooling System

6 4 H bit bilit  S t6.4 Habitability Systems

6.5 Fission Product Removal and Control Systems 

6.6 Inservice Inspection of Cl. 2, 3, and MC Components
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R COLA Chapter 6: Major TopicsR-COLA Chapter 6: Major Topics

 DCD incorporated by reference DCD incorporated by reference
 No Departures taken

 Majority of FSAR Chapter information IBR of DCD or  Majority of FSAR Chapter information IBR of DCD or 
related to addressing COL Information Items

 Standard supplemental informationStandard supplemental information
 Dual unit control room hazards evaluations
 Hazardous chemical details

Section XI inspection accessibility Section XI inspection accessibility

 Site specific supplemental information
Sit  ifi  t l  h d  l ti
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 Site specific control room hazards evaluations
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R COLA Chapter 6: COL ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: COL Items

STD COL 6.1-1 Procedure Review for Austenitic Stainless Steels 
– conformance with RG 1.31 and RG 1.44

STD COL 6.1-2   Coating Program
dd d l d– addressed procurement, application, inspection and
monitoring of Service Level I, II, and III coatings

– SER open item
– separate presentation to address ACRS questions

STD COL 6.2-1 Containment Leak Rate Testing Program 
– using Appendix J, Option B per NEI 94-01 and RG 1.163
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R COLA Chapter 6: COL ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: COL Items

STD COL 6.3-1 Containment Cleanliness Program 
– limit outage debris left in containment
– limit storage of outage materials in containment 
– include containment entry and exit requirements, 

t i l t l  h k i  d material controls, housekeeping, and 
– sampling per NEI 04-07 addressing GL 2004-02

STD & VEGP COL 6.4-1   Local Hazardous Gas Services and MonitoringSTD & VEGP COL 6.4 1   Local Hazardous Gas Services and Monitoring
– provided table of evaluated onsite chemicals
– no unacceptable evaluation results

P d  & T i i  f  C t l R  H bit bilit  STD COL 6.4-2  Procedures & Training for Control Room Habitability 
– confirmed consistent with intent of Generic Issue 83 and 

Regulatory Guide 1.196

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 6: COL ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: COL Items

STD COL 6.6-1 Inspection Programs 
– ASME Code Section III, Class 2, 3 and MC
– Pre-service / Inservice inspection (PSI/ISI) program
– Use of approved ASME Section XI Code Casespp

STD COL 6.6-2   Construction Activities
– Procedures to address anomalies and construction issues

Preserve accessibility and inspection capability – Preserve accessibility and inspection capability 
– Change control provides same process as original design

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 6: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: SER Open Items

SER O  I  ( l d i  AFSER)SER Open Items (closed in AFSER)

OI 6 1 2 1   C t l f C ti  OI 6.1.2-1:  Control of Coatings 

(Design and Construction Phase)

OI 6.4-1:  Design Features Credited in Habitability Analysis

OI 6.4-2:  Training and Procedures re: RG 1.196

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 6: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: SER Open Items
OI 6.1.2-1:  Control of Coatings 

(Design and Construction Phase)

• Staff noted the information provided about the control of 
coatings during the design and construction phase, 
although acceptable, was not included in the FSAR.although acceptable, was not included in the FSAR.

• In a July 2, 2010, letter, the applicant proposed additional 
information for FSAR Subsection 6 1 2 1 6 to further information for FSAR Subsection 6.1.2.1.6 to further 
address “Service Level I and Service Level III Coatings.” 

The staff found the information consistent with the • The staff found the information consistent with the 
information reviewed for the BLN SER and applicable to 
VEGP, and therefore, acceptable. 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7

12/15-16/2010 8



R COLA Chapter 6: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: SER Open Items
OI 6.4-1: Design Features Credited in Habitability 

Analysis

• Staff noted that applicant’s chemical analysis includes 
assumptions associated with design features, such as the 
intake location for the CR ventilation system and requested 
that the credited design features be identified in the FSAR  that the credited design features be identified in the FSAR. 

• In a June 17, 2010, letter, the applicant proposed 
modifications to FSAR Table 6 4 201 to indicate design modifications to FSAR Table 6.4-201 to indicate design 
features considered in the impact evaluation. 

• The staff determined that the modifications sufficiently • The staff determined that the modifications sufficiently 
described the design assumptions considered by the 
applicant.  

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 6: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 6: SER Open Items
OI 6.4-2:  Training and Procedures re RG positions

• Staff asked the applicant to include in the FSAR the Staff asked the applicant to include in the FSAR the 
essential elements of the training and procedures necessary 
to demonstrate that the regulatory requirements are met . 

• In a January 5, 2010, letter, the applicant proposed 
additional information for FSAR Subsection 6.4.3, 
addressing how procedures, testing and training related to 
Control Room habitability would be consistent with the Control Room habitability would be consistent with the 
regulatory positions in RG 1.78 and RG 1.196. 

• The staff found that the applicant committed to • The staff found that the applicant committed to 
appropriately update the FSAR and therefore, the open item 
is resolved. 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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Presentation to the ACRS
Subcommittee

Vogtle Units 3 and 4 COL Application Review

ASE Chapter 6
Engineered Safety Features

December 15-16, 2010



Staff Review Team

• Technical Staff
– Greg Makar, Component Integrity, Performance and 

Testing Branch (CIB1)
– Christopher Jackson, Shie-Jeng Peng, Michelle 

Hayes, Containment and Ventilation Branch (SPCV)

• Project Management
– Donald Habib, Project Manager
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Overview
Section Content Open Items, Topics of Interest

6.1.1 Engineered Safety Materials 
Features, Metallic Materials

Standard

6.1.2 Engineered Safety Materials 
Features, Organic Materials

Standard

• OI 6.1.2-1, Control of Coatings During 
Design and Construction

• CI 6.1-2, Service Level II Coatings
• Coatings Program Overview

6.2 Containment Systems Standard

6.3  Passive Core Cooling System Standard • Cleanliness Program

6.4  Habitability Systems Plant Specific

• OI 6.4-1, Control Room Habitability
• OI 6.4-2, Control Room Habitability 

Procedures and Training
• Concentrations of Site-Specific Chemicals
• Control Room Air Exchange Rate

6.5  Fission Product Removal and 
Control Systems

IBR

6.6  Inservice Inspection of Class 2, 3, 
and MC Components

Standard

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features 3



6.1.2 Protective Coatings Overview
• DCD Section 6.1.3.2 – Coating Program

The Combined License applicants referencing the AP1000 will provide a 
program to control procurement, application, inspection, and monitoring 
of Service Level I, Service Level II, and Service Level III coatings.  The 
program for the control of the use of these coatings will be consistent with 
subsection 6.1.2.1.6. (reflects DCD revisions proposed in March 2010)

• STD COL 6.1-2
Standard COL information to provide the coating program information

• Regulations/Guidance
- DCD Section 6.1.2.1.6

- 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B

- Regulatory Guide 1.54, Rev. 1

12/15-16/2010 4Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features



Open Item 6.1.2-1,  Control of Coatings 
During Design and Construction

• The applicant provided Standard COL information about 
the coatings program

• The staff requested additional information about the 
details of the program

• The response addressed the staff’s technical concerns 

but did not propose to include all of the information in an 
FSAR revision

• The applicant proposed an FSAR revision in July 2010

• This is now Confirmatory Item 6.1-1

12/15-16/2010 5Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features



Confirmatory Item 6.1-2, Service Level II Coatings

• Not associated with an open item

• Resulted from a change in the AP1000 DCD to include 
Service Level II coatings in the COL information item on the 
coatings program

• The applicant proposed revisions to the FSAR to address 
the Service Level II coatings

• The proposed FSAR revisions are Confirmatory Item 6.1-2

12/15-16/2010 6Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features



STD COL 6.1-2  Coatings Program

• Procurement, application, inspection, and monitoring of 
SL I, II, and III coatings
– Appendix B program for SL I and SL III (and procurement of SL II 

in containment)

• Conformance to RG 1.54, Rev. 1
– RG 1.54, Rev. 1, endorses a system of ASTM standards 

developed for nuclear plant coatings

– ASTM D5144 is a top-level standard describing the approach and 
referencing the more detailed standards

ASTM D5144:  “Use of Protective Coating Standards in Nuclear Power Plants”

– The detailed standards are organized into three categories:  
quality assurance for coating materials, qualification/certification of 
people, and coatings maintenance.

Requirements

12/15-16/2010 7Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features



STD COL 6.1-2  Coatings Program

• Consolidated, Appendix B coatings program will be in place 
prior to fuel loading (RG 1.54, Rev. 1 and ASTM D5144)

• Design and construction phase based on Westinghouse 
specifications (RG 1.54, Rev. 1, and ASTM D5144)

• Standards for procurement, application, and quality assurance 
inspection are specified through ASTM D5144

• Monitoring according to ASTM D5163 (SL I) and D7167 (SL III)

• The staff found this acceptable:
– Appendix B program
– Addresses the DCD requirements
– The  proposed ASTM standards conform to RG 1.54, Rev. 1, or more 

recent guidance

Information Provided:  Service Level I and III Coatings
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STD COL 6.1-2  Coatings Program

• Coating program based on ASTM D5144

• Procurement to the same standards as SL I coatings with 
respect to radiation tolerance and DBA performance

• Performance monitoring according to the same standards 
as SL I coatings

• The staff found this acceptable because SL II coatings in 
containment will be treated like SL I for procurement and 
performance monitoring 

Information Provided:  Service Level II Coatings in Containment
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Containment Cleanliness Program

• Administrative procedures implement the containment 
cleanliness program.

• Implementation of the program minimizes the amount of 
debris left in containment following personnel entry and 
exits. 

• The program:
– defines personnel and material controls; 
– defines the inspection and reporting requirements

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features 10



Containment Cleanliness Program

• Implementation

– Controls to account for the quantities and types of materials 
introduced into the containment.

– Limits on the types and quantities of materials, including 
scaffolding and tools, to ensure adequate accountability controls. 

– Storage of aluminum is prohibited without engineering 
authorization. 

– Cardboard boxes or miscellaneous packing material is not 
brought into containment without approval.

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features 11



Containment Cleanliness Program

• Program addresses containment entries that are made 
at power.

• Controls for loose items, such as keys and pens, which 
could be inadvertently left in containment.

• Methods and controls for securing any items and 
materials left unattended in containment.

• Administrative controls for accounting for tools, 
equipment and other material are established.
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Containment Cleanliness Program

• Administrative controls for accounting of the permanent 
removal of materials previously introduced into the 
containment.

• Limits on the types and quantities of materials, including 
scaffolding and tools, that may be left unattended in 
containment during outages and power operation. 

• Types of materials considered are tape, labels, plastic 
film, and paper and cloth products.

• Requirements and actions to be taken for unaccounted 
for material.
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Containment Cleanliness Program

• Requirements for final containment cleanliness 
inspections consistent with the design bases provided in 
DCD Subsection 6.3.8.1. 

– 59.0 kg (130 pounds-mass (lbm)), of which up to 3.0 kg (6.6 lbm) 
is fiber.

• Record keeping requirements for entry/exit logs.

• Housekeeping procedures require that work areas be 
maintained in a clean fashion and returned to original 
conditions upon completion of work.
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Sampling Program

• A sampling program is implemented consistent with NEI 
Guidance Report 04-07,as supplemented by the NRC in 
the Safety Evaluation.

• Latent debris sampling is implemented before startup. 

• The sampling is conducted after containment exit 
cleanliness inspections to provide reasonable assurance 
that the plant latent debris design bases are met. 
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Sampling Program

• Guidance Report 04-07 sampling program

– Concrete walls, the liner, and vertical piping/equipment should 
each be sampled at a minimum of three locations.

– Sample collection for horizontal surfaces.

– Analyze debris samples to determine composition and physical 
properties.

– Characterize the fiber-to-particulate mass ratio.
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Corrective Action Program

• Results are evaluated post-start up and any 
nonconforming results will be addressed in the 
Corrective Action Program.

• Operating reactors entered non-conforming debris into 
CAP.  One reactor shut down when debris generation 
assumptions were discovered to be inconsistent with the 
as-found plant.

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features 17



Comparison with Operating Fleet

• Operating reactor containment cleanliness has improved 
significantly over past 10 years

• Like operating reactors, AP1000 cleanliness program requires 
cleanup of work areas, walk downs and good maintenance practices

• Specific FSAR-described program

• Specific sampling techniques are identified

• Latent debris is categorized into two types

• Specific acceptance criteria for each type of debris established
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6.4 Habitability Systems Overview

• Standard Content Open Items

– Open Item 6.4-1 – Hydrazine and carbon dioxide may exceed 
IDLH limits at ground level.  What are design features credited in 
safety analysis to prevent the problem?

– Open Item 6.4-2 – How are procedures and training for control 
room habitability provided to meet regulatory positions?  

• Site-Specific Issues

– MPA and ammonium bisulfate may exceed IDLH limits at ground 
level.  What are design features credited in safety analysis to 
prevent the problem?

– Applicant proposed to modify control room air exchange rate 
used in safety analysis to a conservative value.

Chapter 6 - Engineered Safety Features12/15-16/2010 19



Open Item 6.4-1
Control Room Habitability

• Issue:
– SER Section 2.2.3 identified that potential releases of hydrazine and carbon 

dioxide might exceed IDLH limits at ground level at control room intake while the 
applicant stated that their control room concentrations remained below their IDLH 
limits.  The staff issued RAI 6.4-8 to request information on the design features 
credited in applicant’s safety analysis.  

• Resolution:
– The applicant responded that they credited the relative height between chemical 

release point and control room intake and the control volume size in their safety 
analysis.  The applicant proposed to revise the FSAR to indicate the design 
features are credited in the safety analysis.    

– The staff audited applicant’s calculation and performed confirmatory analysis, 

and concluded that the applicant provided acceptable resolution to this open 
item.  The proposed FSAR revision is Confirmatory Item 6.4-1.
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Open Item 6.4-2
Control Room Habitability Procedures and Training

• Issue:
– The applicant did not provide sufficient information on the 

procedures and training for control room habitability to meet 
regulatory positions.  The staff issued RAI 6.4-7.

• Resolution:
– The applicant proposed to revise the FSAR to address how 

procedures, testing, and training related to control room 
habitability would be implemented to comply with the regulatory 
positions.

– The staff concluded that the information and proposed FSAR 
revision provided by the applicant are acceptable.  The proposed 
FSAR revision is Confirmatory Item 6.4-3.
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6.4 Site-Specific Issue
Concentrations of Site-Specific Chemicals

• Issue:
– SER Section 2.2.3 identified that the releases of MPA and ammonium bisulfite

might exceed IDLH limits at ground level at the control room intake while the 
applicant stated that their control room concentrations remained below their IDLH 
limits.  The staff issued RAIs 6.4-2 and 6.4-3 to request information about the 
applicant’s safety analysis.  

• Resolution:
– The applicant responded and provided information on the physical properties for 

these chemicals and input data used to model the analysis.  The applicant 
proposed to revise the FSAR to indicate the design features are credited in the 
safety analysis.

– The staff audited applicant’s calculation and performed confirmatory analysis, 

and concluded that the applicant has provided acceptable information to resolve 
this issue.  The proposed FSAR revision is Confirmatory Item 6.4-2.
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6.4 Site-Specific Issue
Control Room Air Exchange Rate

• Issue:
– Non-conservative data for control room air exchange rate 

was described in FSAR.  The staff issued RAI 6.4-3 to 
request clarification and justification.  

• Resolution:
– The applicant responded and revised their analysis with a 

conservative control room air exchange rate and analysis 
conditions.  The applicant proposed to revise FSAR to 
reflect the changes.

– The Staff reviewed applicant’s FSAR mark-ups and 
performed confirmatory analysis.  The Staff concluded that 
the applicant’s changes and conclusion are acceptable.
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AP1000 Reference  
Combined License Application  

Presentation to ACRS  
Chapter 5 Standard Topics 

December 15-16, 2010 
 
 
 
 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7 

Presenters:  Amy Aughtman, Eddie Grant 



Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7 

R-COLA Chapter 5:  
Reactor Coolant System and Connected Systems 
 
5.1 Summary Description 
 
5.2 Integrity of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary 
 
5.3 Reactor Vessel 
 
5.4 Component and Subsystem Design 
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R-COLA Chapter 5: SER Open Items 

SER Open Items (closed in AFSER) 
 None   
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R-COLA Chapter 5: Other Topics 

New COL Information Items 
 STD COL 5.2-3 – Unidentified RCS Leakage 

 STD COL 5.3-7 – Quickloc Weld ISI 
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Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7 

R-COLA Chapter 5: Recent Revisions 
New COL Information item 5.2-3  -  Response to 

    Unidentified RCS Leakage Inside Containment   
 

WEC added additional information item via RAI response  
STD COL 5.2-3 information was provided: 
•  operating procedures specify operator actions in response to 

prolonged low level unidentified reactor coolant leakage conditions  
–  provide operators time to take action before the TS limit is reached 

•  procedures include identifying, monitoring, trending, and 
redressing prolonged low level leakage  

•  procedures to be developed using the guidance of Reg. Guide 1.45 
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R-COLA Chapter 5: Recent Revisions 
New COL Information item 5.3-7  -  Quickloc Weld ISI  
 

WEC added additional information item via RAI response 
STD COL 5.3-7 information was provided by letter: 
•  perform 100% volumetric examination of the weld build-up on the 

reactor vessel head for instrumentation penetrations (Quickloc) 

•  conducted once during each Section XI 120-mo inspection interval  

•  acceptance standards per ASME Code, Section XI, IWB-3514 

•  Personnel performing exams and examination systems qualified 
per ASME Code, Section XI, Appendix VIII 
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Presentation to the ACRS
Subcommittee

Vogtle Units 3 and 4 COL Application Review

ASE Chapter 5
Steam and Power Conversion

December 15-16, 2010



Staff Review Team

• Technical Staff
– John Honcharik, (CIB)
– Chang Li, (SBPA)

• Project Management
– Sujata Goetz-AP1000 Vogtle COL
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Overview

• Chapter 5 SER without Open Items
– Topics of Interest

• Quickloc Nozzle ISI (COL Information Item 5.3-7 )
• Reactor Low level Leakage (COL Information item 

5.2-3)
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Quickloc Nozzle ISI
• Proposed COL Information Item 5.3-7 to be included in the 

AP1000 DCD concerning augmenting the Inservice Inspection 
(ISI) program for Quickloc weld buildup.

• The applicant proposed a STD COL 5.3-7 to address this 
AP1000 DCD COL Information item in the VEGP COL FSAR:
– COL holder will augment the plant-specific ISI program related to 

the Quickloc weld buildup on the reactor vessel head to include 100 
percent volumetric inspection.

• The NRC staff finds the STD COL 5.3-7 acceptable since it 
will ensure the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure 
boundary weld during service, which meets the requirements 
of GDC 32 of  Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50, as it relates to 
periodic inspection to ensure the integrity of the RCPB is 
maintained
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RCS Low Level Leakage
• The applicant responded to STD COL 5.2-3, in which  it committed 

the development of operating procedures for the prolonged low-level 
RCS leakage detection prior to fuel load.

• Staff is satisfied with the response, because it meets the relevant 
guidance in RG 1.45, Revision 1. Conformance with these 
guidelines provides an acceptable basis for satisfying the 
requirements of GDC 30.
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AP1000 Reference 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7

AP1000 Reference 
Combined License Application 

Presentation to ACRS Presentation to ACRS 

Chapter 14p
Initial Test Program 

December 15-16, 2010

Presenters:  Amy Aughtman, Bob Hirmanpour



R COLA Chapter 14 ContentR-COLA Chapter 14 – Content

Initial Test Program
14.1   SPECIFIC INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN 

PRELIMINARY/FINAL SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORTS
14.2   SPECIFIC INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN STANDARD

SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORTSSAFETY ANALYSIS REPORTS
14.3   CERTIFIED DESIGN MATERIAL
14.4   COMBINED LICENSE APPLICANT RESPONSIBILITIES

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 14: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 14: SER Open Items

SER Open Items (closed in AFSER)p ( )

SER contained two tracking open items.  These open items were 
closed in AFSER with no action needed by the COL Applicant.

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 14: Additional ChangesR-COLA Chapter 14: Additional Changes

• Nonsupervisory Test Engineers Qualificationp y g Q

VEGP will follow the guidance provided in RG 1.28 and Appendix 
2A-1 of ASME NQA-1-1994, “Quality Assurance Requirements for 
Nuclear Facility Applications.”

• Initial Test Program License Condition

The approved preoperational and startup test procedures will be The approved preoperational and startup test procedures will be 
included in the schedule submitted to the NRC; changes to the ITP 
are reported within one month of such a change; and results of 
tests conducted during preoperational testing and power 
ascension will be reviewed and evaluated. ascension will be reviewed and evaluated. 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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Presentation to the ACRS
Subcommittee

Vogtle Units 3 and 4 COL Application Review

ASE Chapter 14
Initial Test Program and ITAAC-Design Certification

December 15-16, 2010



Staff Review Team

• Technical Staff
– Raju Patel, Quality and Vendor Branch 1

• Project Manager
– Terri Spicher, Senior Project Manager, VEGP COL Review
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Resolution of Standard Content 
Open Items

–Open Item 14.2 -1 – Test Specifications 
and Test Procedures

–Open Item 14.2 -2 – Conduct of Test 
Program

–These open items are tracking open 
items and now these items are closed
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AP1000 Reference AP1000 Reference 
Combined License Application 

Presentation to ACRS 
Chapter 3

D b  15 16  2010December 15-16, 2010

Presenters:  Wes Sparkman, Eddie Grant, Don Moore



R COLA Chapter 3: R-COLA Chapter 3: 

Design of Structures, Components, Equipment and 
SystemsSystems

3.1 Conformance with NRC General Design Criteria

3 2 Classification of Structures  Components  and 3.2 Classification of Structures, Components, and 
Systems 

3.3 Wind and Tornado Loadingsg

3.4 Water Level (Flood) Design

3.5 Missile Protection3.5 Missile Protection

3.6 Protection Against the Dynamic Effects of 
Associated with the Postulated Rupture of Piping

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: R-COLA Chapter 3: 

Design of Structures, Components, Equipment and 
Systems (cont’d)Systems (cont d)

3.7 Seismic Design

3 8 Design of Category I Structures3.8 Design of Category I Structures

3.9 Mechanical Systems and Components

3 10 S i i  d D i  Q lifi i  f S i i  3.10 Seismic and Dynamic Qualification of Seismic 
Category I Mechanical and Electrical Equipment

3.11 Environmental Qualification of Mechanical and 3.11 Environmental Qualification of Mechanical and 
Electrical Equipment

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: 3 7 and 3 8 TopicsR-COLA Chapter 3: 3.7 and 3.8 Topics

 DCD incorporated by reference DCD incorporated by reference
 No Departures taken

 Majority of FSAR information related to addressing  Majority of FSAR information related to addressing 
COL Information Items

 Standard supplemental informationStandard supplemental information
 Seismic instrumentation maintenance per RG 1.12
 Installation and testing of seismic sensors

 Site specific supplemental information
 Site specific 3D soil structure interaction analysis

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: COL ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: COL Items

VEGP COL 3.7-1 Seismic Analysis of Dams
– addressed in ESP, no dams of impact

STD & VEGP COL 3.7-2 Post-Earthquake Procedures 
based on EPRI and RGs 1 166 and 1 167– based on EPRI and RGs 1.166 and 1.167

– VEGP portion due to location of free-field instrumentation

VEGP COL 3.7-3 Seismic Interaction Review
– update for as-built information (ITAAC)

STD COL 3.7-4 Reconciliation of Seismic Analyses of NI Structures 
li  d  f b il  i f i– post-license update of as-built information

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: COL ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: COL Items

VEGP COL 3.7-5 Location of Free Field Acceleration Sensor
– site-specific location identified

STD COL 3.8-5 Structures Inspection Program (new)
– Inspections consistent with maintenance rule (50.65) and 

related guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.160

STD COL 3.8-6 Construction Procedures Program (new)STD COL 3.8 6 Construction Procedures Program (new)
– For seismic Cat. I concrete filled steel plate (SC) modules
– Inspections before and after concrete placement
– Includes use of construction mock-ups for SC modulesIncludes use of construction mock ups for SC modules

STD COL 3.9-7 As-Designed Piping Analysis (new)
– post-license completion of design reports (ITAAC)

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items

SER O  I  ( l d i  AFSER)SER Open Items (closed in AFSER)

OI 3.6-1:  As-Designed Pipe Rupture Hazard Analysis

OI 3.9-2:  Valve Operability Testing 

OI 3.9-3:  MOV Stroke Time Testing

OI 3 9 4   O h  P  O d V l  T i  OI 3.9-4:  Other Power Operated Valve Testing 

OI 3.9-5:  Flow Induced Vibration Testing 

OI 3 10 1:  Seismic Qualification ImplementationOI 3.10-1:  Seismic Qualification Implementation

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: Other TopicsR-COLA Chapter 3: Other Topics

ACRS A i  IACRS Action Items

#46 – Use of Risk-Ranking for MOV Testing

Supplemental Information

STD 3.7-1 – Maintenance & Repair of Seismic Instrumentation

STD 3.7-2 – Installation & Testing of Seismic Instrumentation

VEGP 3.7-3 - Ground Motion Response Spectra

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items
OI 3.6-1:  As-Designed Pipe Rupture Hazard Analysis

• The Staff noted that RAI 3 6 2-1 requested the • The Staff noted that RAI 3.6.2-1 requested the 
implementation milestone of the as-designed pipe rupture 
hazard analysis report.  However, the applicant addressed 
the as-built rather than the as-designed aspect.the as built rather than the as designed aspect.

• In an April 23, 2010 letter, the applicant proposed an ITAAC 
for as-designed pipe rupture hazards analysis, a revised 
li  diti   i d FSAR S ti  3 6 4 1  d  license condition, a revised FSAR Section 3.6.4.1, and a 
new FSAR Section 14.3.3.2 related to pipe rupture hazards 
analysis.  

• The staff found the response acceptable and concluded that 
open item has been satisfactorily resolved. 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items
OI 3.9-2:  Valve Operability Testing

• The Staff noted that the applicant needs to: • The Staff noted that the applicant needs to: 
a) clarify the described MOV testing, 
b) submit a request to apply an alternative to the   

ASME OM Code to use Code Case OMN-1  Rev  1  and ASME OM Code to use Code Case OMN-1, Rev. 1, and 
c) update FSAR to be consistent with Revision 17.

• In March 1, 2010 and May 14, 2010 letters, the applicant 
proposed to apply JOG MOV Periodic Verification Program 
for POVs and MOVs, use ASME Code Case OMN-1 Rev 1, 
and revised FSAR material.  

• The staff found the response acceptable and concluded that 
open item has been satisfactorily resolved. 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items
OI 3.9-3:  MOV Stroke Time Testing

• The Staff noted that the applicant needs to address • The Staff noted that the applicant needs to address 
GL 96-05 for periodic verification of design basis 
capabilities.

• In a March 1, 2010 letter, the applicant addressed the GL 
and the provisions of RG 1.192 through use of JOG MOV 
Periodic Verification Program, use of ASME Code Case 
OMN 1 Rev 1  and revised FSAR material   OMN-1 Rev 1, and revised FSAR material.  

• The staff found the response acceptable and concluded that 
open item has been satisfactorily resolved. p y
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items
OI 3.9-4:  Other Power Operated Valve Testing

• The Staff noted that the applicant needs to clarify the • The Staff noted that the applicant needs to clarify the 
testing of design basis capabilities applicability to Power 
Operated Valves (other than AOVs/MOVs).

• In December 14, 2009 and March 1, 2010 letters, the 
applicant identified intent to apply the Periodic Verification 
Program for other POVs, and provided revised FSAR 

t i l   material.  

• The staff found the response acceptable and concluded that 
open item has been satisfactorily resolved. open item has been satisfactorily resolved. 
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items
OI 3.9-5:  Flow Induced Vibration Testing

• The Staff noted that the applicant needs to further address • The Staff noted that the applicant needs to further address 
flow induced vibration effects on valves and dynamic 
restraints within the IST Program as part of the initial test 
program.program.

• In a January 12, 2010 letter, the applicant identified the 
planned testing program to address vibration during the 
i iti l t t   initial test program.  

• The staff found the response acceptable and concluded that 
open item has been satisfactorily resolved. open item has been satisfactorily resolved. 
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R COLA Chapter 3: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 3: SER Open Items
OI 3.10-1:  Seismic Qualification Implementation

• Staff noted the applicant had not submitted: (1) • Staff noted the applicant had not submitted: (1) 
descriptions of the implementation program for each type 
of equipment; and (2) milestones for completion of the 
different aspects of the seismic qualification program different aspects of the seismic qualification program 

• In February 5, 2010 & April 2, 2010 letters, the applicant 
submitted the planned methods of seismic qualification for 

f t l t d  i i  C t  I i t t  d safety-related, seismic Category I equipment types, and 
stated that the seismic qualification packages will be 
available to the NRC to support timely completion of its 
inspection and audit functions   inspection and audit functions.  

• The Staff found the response acceptable, and closed the 
open item

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: Action #46R-COLA Chapter 3: Action #46
Use of Risk-Ranking for MOV Testing

ACRS requested information addressing the “risk-ranking”

AP1000 will apply V-EC-1658-A, Risk Ranking Approach For 000 app y C 658 , s a g pp oac o
Motor-operated Valves In Response To Generic Letter 96·05

• OG process - accepted by NRC (ML9806080181)
• Six step process including expert panel judgment
• Uses PRA as input 
• Also considers valve function and other pertinent infop
• Classification by safety significance or risk importance 

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 3: Action #46R-COLA Chapter 3: Action #46
Use of Risk-Ranking for MOV Testing (cont’d)

The six basic steps of the process are:
• Identify MOVs to be Considered
 Calculate MOV At Power Risk Importance• Calculate MOV At-Power Risk Importance

• Assess PSA Completion Issues
• Evaluate Other Considerations
• Develop Component Ranking Worksheets
• Conduct Plant Expert Panel Session for MOV Ranking

This process is in use across the country at operating plants.

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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h i ifi iR-COLA Chapter 3: Site-specific Topic

VEGP SUP 3.7-1 – Maintenance and Repair of
Seismic InstrumentationSeismic Instrumentation

– Per procedures and Regulatory Guide 1.12

VEGP SUP 3.7-2 – Installation and Testing of
Seismic Instrumentation

l f “ l ” d d f– Milestone of “prior to initial startup” provided for 
installation and acceptance testing

– Triaxial acceleration sensors
– Time-history analyzer– Time history analyzer

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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h i ifi iR-COLA Chapter 3: Site-specific Topic

VEGP SUP 3.7-3 – Ground Motion Response Spectra

• ESPA utilized two-dimensional soil structure interaction 
(SSI)

– WEC performed 2D site-specific analysis for VEGP due to p p y
exceedances of AP1000 CSDRS by VEGP GMRS 
(Appendix 2.5E in ESPA).

– Results demonstrated that the AP1000 has significant Results demonstrated that the AP1000 has significant 
design margin when compared to site-specific seismic 
floor response spectra (FRS).

Only minor site specific FRS exceedances in a narrow – Only minor site-specific FRS exceedances in a narrow 
low frequency range. No effect on AP1000 plant design.

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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h i ifi iR-COLA Chapter 3: Site-specific Topic
VEGP SUP 3.7-3 – Ground Motion Response Spectra

• COLA site-specific three-dimensional SSI performed
– SNC committed to perform 3D site-specific SSI analysis.
– FSAR Subsection 3.7.1 revised to include 3D SSI results.
– FSAR Appendix 3GG added to provide 3D SSI analysis & 

results.
– Updated 3D SSI to reflect changes to NI (Shield Bldg )Updated 3D SSI to reflect changes to NI (Shield Bldg.)
– Results demonstrated AP1000 has significant design 

margin when compared to site-specific seismic FRS.
Only minor site specific FRS exceedances in a narrow – Only minor site-specific FRS exceedances in a narrow 
low frequency range. No effect on AP1000 plant design.

• AP1000 design applicability is thus confirmed.
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Staff Review Team

• Technical Staff
– Thomas Scarbrough, Component Integrity, 

Performance, and Testing Branch
– Robert Hsu, Engineering Mechanics Branch
– Brett Tegeler, Structural Engineering Branch
– Pravin Patel, Structural Engineering Branch

• Project Management
– Terri Spicher, Project Manager
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Overview
• Standard Content Open Items

– Open Item 3.6 -1 – Pipe rupture hazard analysis
– Open Item 3.9 -1 - Design and Qualification of Pumps, Valves,  

and Dynamic Restraints
– Open Item 3.9 -2 - Power-Operated Valve (POV) Inservice Testing 

(IST) Program 
– Open Item 3.9 -3 - Motor-Operated Valve (MOV) Periodic 

Verification
– Open Item 3.9 -4 - POV (other than MOV) Diagnostic Testing
– Open Item 3.9 -5 - Potential Adverse Flow Effects
– Open Item 3.9 -6 - Technical Specification reference to ASME OM 

Code
– Open Item 3.10 -1 – Seismic qualification for Category I equipment
– Open Item 3.11 -1 – Environmental equipment qualification 

program

12/15-16/2010
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Components, Equipments and Systems
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Overview
• Technical Topics of Interest

– Functional Design, Qualification, and IST 
Program for Pumps, Valves, and
Dynamic Restraints

– Squib Valves
– Piping Design
– Surge Line Monitoring

• Site-Specific Topics of Interest
– LWA for Foundation Base Slab
– Seismic Design and System Analysis
– Construction and Inspection

12/15-16/2010
Chapter 3–Design of Structures, 

Components, Equipments and Systems
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Presentation Agenda
1. Presentation by Component Integrity, 

Performance and Testing Branch
2. Presentation by Engineering Mechanics 

Branch
3. Presentation by Structural Engineering 

Branch
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Component Integrity, 
Performance, and 

Testing Branch
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Introduction
• Standard content open items

– IST Program
• Technical areas of interest:

– Squib Valves

12/15-16/2010
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Components, Equipments and Systems
7



8

Functional Design, Qualification, and IST Program 
for Pumps, Valves, and

Dynamic Restraints

• Vogtle 3 & 4 COL application relies on AP1000 DCD and 
Vogtle FSAR to fully describe functional design, 
qualification, and IST programs for pumps, valves, and 
dynamic restraints.

• In response to RAIs, SNC and Westinghouse revising 
Vogtle FSAR and AP1000 DCD in support of COL 
application.

• NRC staff audited AP1000 design and procurement 
specifications to evaluate DCD implementation.

12/15-16/2010
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Functional Design and Qualification

• Vogtle FSAR Section 3.9 incorporates by reference 
AP1000 DCD to support functional design and 
qualification of safety-related components.

• AP1000 DCD specifies use of ASME Standard QME-
1-2007 for qualification of active mechanical 
equipment that reflects lessons learned from valve 
testing and operating experience.

• Revision 3 to RG 1.100 accepts use of ASME QME-1-
2007 with specific conditions.

12/15-16/2010
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IST Operational Program

• Vogtle FSAR Section 3.9 incorporates by reference 
AP1000 DCD to support IST program description.

• Vogtle FSAR Section 3.9.6 describes valve IST program 
based on 2001 Edition/2003 Addenda of ASME OM 
Code incorporated by reference in 10 CFR 50.55a

• AP1000 DCD Table 3.9-16 lists valves within IST 
program scope including valve type, safety-related 
missions, safety functions, ASME Code IST category, 
and IST type and frequency.

• No safety-related pumps in AP1000 design.

12/15-16/2010
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IST Operational Program
(continued)

• Vogtle FSAR supplements IST provisions in AP1000 
DCD for preservice testing, reference values, MOV 
testing, solenoid-operated valves, prohibition of 
preconditioning, and check valve testing.

• FSAR describes periodic verification of design-basis 
capability of safety-related POVs (other than MOVs) 
that applies MOV lessons learned, including attributes 
in RIS 2000-03.

• FSAR describes IST program for snubbers consistent 
with ASME OM Code, Section ISTD.

12/15-16/2010
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Standard Content Open Item 3.9-1and 3.11-1

• Issue
– Determine whether any items remain applicable to COL 

applicant following NRC audit of AP1000 design, procurement, 
and qualification specifications

• Resolution
– NRC audit report on AP1000 design and procurement 

specifications discussed in AP1000 SER Sections 3.9.6 and 
3.11.1 without follow-up items for COL applicant

• Confirmatory Items
– None

12/15-16/2010
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Standard Content Open Item 3.9-2

• Issue
– COL application must describe IST program from POVs

• Resolution
– Vogtle FSAR incorporates AP1000 DCD that specifies use of 

Joint Owners Group Program for MOV Periodic Verification
– Proposed  Vogtle FSAR provides justification for use of ASME 

OM Code Case OMN-1 (Revision 1) as alternative to MOV 
stroke-time provisions

– Proposed  Vogtle FSAR clarifies AP1000 DCD provisions for IST 
program

• Confirmatory Items
– Confirm planned changes in next revision to Vogtle FSAR

12/15-16/2010
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Standard Content Open Item 3.9-3

• Issue
– COL application must describe MOV periodic verification 

program
• Resolution

– Vogtle will apply ASME OM Code Case OMN-1 (Revision 1) and 
JOG Program on MOV Periodic Verification (as accepted in 
NRC safety evaluation) to periodically demonstrate MOV 
design-basis capability

– Proposed Vogtle FSAR describes MOV test criteria consistent 
with Regulatory Guide 1.206

• Confirmatory Items
– Confirm planned changes in next revision to Vogtle FSAR

12/15-16/2010
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Standard Content Open Item 3.9-4

• Issue
– COL application must address application of MOV lessons 

learned to other POVs
• Resolution

– Vogtle FSAR describes POV diagnostic testing program using 
attributes from Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2000-03 that 
incorporates MOV lessons learned

– Proposed Vogtle FSAR clarifies specific POV program attributes
• Confirmatory Items

– Confirm planned changes in next revision to Vogtle FSAR

12/15-16/2010
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Standard Content Open Item 3.9-5

• Issue
– Nuclear power plant operating experience has revealed potential 

for adverse flow effects on plant components from acoustic 
resonance and hydraulic loading

• Resolution
– Vogtle FSAR incorporates AP1000 DCD vibration testing 

program to confirm that flow-induced vibration will not adversely 
impact plant equipment

• Confirmatory Items
– None
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Standard Content Open Item 3.9-6

• Issue
– Technical Specifications not consistent when referencing ASME 

OM Code
• Resolution

– SNC will revise Tech Specs to ensure consistency in reference 
to ASME OM Code

• Confirmatory Items
– Confirm planned changes in next revision to Vogtle Tech Specs

12/15-16/2010
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AP1000 Squib Valves
• AP1000 squib valve design and qualification 

specifications based on ASME QME-1-2007.
• Westinghouse finalizing squib valve designs and 

planning qualification process.
• Westinghouse and SNC will develop IST surveillance 

activities for squib valves based on final design and 
lessons learned from qualification process.

• NRC staff monitoring design and qualification process 
and IST development for AP1000 squib valves.

• AP1000 DCD includes ITAAC to confirm squib valve 
qualification.

12/15-16/2010
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Vogtle SER Confirmatory Items
3.9.6-1 Justification for use of Revision 1 to ASME OM Code 

Case OMN-1
3.9.6-2 Clarification of FSAR provisions redundant to AP1000 

DCD
3.9.6-3 Incorporation of FSAR provisions for MOV testing 

consistent with Generic Letter 96-05, Joint Owners 
Group MOV Program, and RG 1.206

3.9.6-4 Clarification of FSAR provisions for POV testing 
consistent with MOV lessons learned

3.9.6-5 Specification that squib valve IST activities will 
incorporate lessons learned from design and 
qualification process

3.9.6-6 Clarification of reference to ASME OM Code in Tech 
Specs

12/15-16/2010
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Vogtle SER Section 3.9.6 
Conclusion

• NRC staff considers Vogtle 3 & 4 FSAR together with 
AP1000 DCD to provide acceptable design and 
qualification methodology, and description of IST 
program for valves and dynamic restraints, pending 
– resolution of Vogtle SER confirmatory items and
– completion of AP1000 design certification 

amendment review.
• NRC staff will conduct inspections of IST operational 

program and ITAAC completion following COL 
issuance.
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Mechanics 

Branch
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Open Item 3.6 -1

• Issue:
– The applicant needed to provide an implementation milestone to identify 

when the pipe rupture hazard analysis report would be completed.

• Resolution:
– The applicant proposed to revise the FSAR to commit to an ITAAC for 

as-designed pipe rupture hazard analysis with a license condition for 
scheduling of the completed as-designed pipe rupture hazard analysis 
report since piping design has not yet been completed.

– Staff review concluded that the applicant proposed license condition 
requiring completion of the as-designed pipe rupture hazards analysis 
report prior to installation of the piping and connected components in 
their final location, through ITAAC, will allow the staff sufficient time to 
verify that the as-design pipe rupture hazards analysis was completed in 
accordance with the license to allow any identified concerns with the 
design to be addressed early in the construction process.
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Open Item 3.10 -1

• Issue:
– The applicant needed to provide an implementation plan for seismic 

qualification of equipment and milestones on when different steps in the 
process would be completed. 

• Resolution:
– The applicant provided details on their planned methods of seismic 

qualification of equipment and explained that they did not expect to 
complete any of the steps until after they were required to start 
providing schedule information for closure of ITAAC.  They plan to start 
providing status on this ITAAC at that time.  

– Staff review concluded that the item could be closed because the 
implementation plan followed guidance in SRP Section 3.10 and the 
schedule would allow staff to verify the license was being followed early 
in the construction process.
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Piping Design
• Issue:

– The applicant was required to provide as-designed piping analysis, prior to 
installation.

• Resolution:
– The applicant revised the FSAR to commit to an ITAAC inspection of ASME 

Code Design Reports for as-designed piping using the methods and criteria 
outlined in AP1000 DCD Table 3.9-19.  In addition, the applicant provided a 
license condition for scheduling of the completed as-designed piping Design 
Reports.

– Staff review concluded that inclusion of the applicant proposed ITAAC 
requiring the completion of the review of as-designed piping Reports and 
the license condition to complete the as-designed piping prior to installation 
is acceptable as it will allow for verification that the design was followed 
early in the construction process.
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Surge Line Monitoring
• Issue:

– The applicant needed to provide additional information on surge line monitoring 
including a test abstract.  The staff needed to know why the surge-line monitoring only 
applies to the first plant.

• Resolution:
– The applicant was to add text to state that subsequent AP1000 plants (after the first 

AP1000 plant) confirm that the heatup and cooldown procedures are consistent with 
the pertinent attributes of the first AP1000 plant surge line monitoring and that any 
changes consider the impact on stress and fatigue analyses consistent with the 
concerns of NRC Bulletin 88-11.

– Chapter 14 was to be revised to include a test abstract and Chapter 3.9.3 was revised 
to add requirements for additional temperature and displacement monitoring at critical 
locations on the surge line.  

– Staff is tracking these changes through Confirmatory Item 3.12-1 and upon inclusion, 
conclude that the applicant’s position is acceptable to comply with NRC Bulletin 88-11.  
On this basis, the proposed program for surge line thermal monitoring is acceptable. 
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Introduction
• This is the Advanced Safety Evaluation for 

3.7 and 3.8.
– First time being presented to the ACRS
– No Open Items; only Confirmatory Items.

• LWA 2 (construction of base slab) was 
included in this review
– IBR Rev. 17 of DCD

12/15-16/2010
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LWA for Foundation Base Slab (Basemat)

• Issue:
– The applicant submitted LWA which includes rebar and 

embedded items, ( i.e. reinforced steel, piping in basemat, 
concrete placement, etc.) in the basemat.  

• Background
– Basemat Design in accordance with ACI 349 (same as DCD).

• Resolution:
– Staff found that based on ACI 349, the basemat has significant 

strength, stiffness, and ductility.
– As a part of the AP1000 standard design review, the staff found 

the detailed design of the foundation base slab and detailed 
construction acceptable.
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Seismic Design and Analysis

• Issue:
– Vogtle’s Ground Motion Response Spectra (GMRS) exceeded 

DCD Certified Seismic Design Response Spectra (CSDRS)
– Applicant had to perform site specific analysis to demonstrate 

structures, systems and components (SSC’s) will remain 

functional.

• Resolution:
– Applicant:

o Performed 3-D SSI analysis for in-structure response (per 
DCD)

o Used NI 15 SASSI
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Seismic Design and Analysis
(continued)

– Staff:
o Compared ISRS to the DCD at six (6) key locations
o Performed comparisons which showed that:

 above 1 Hz there were no exceedances
 Below 1 Hz, exceedance was at .55 Hz range.

o Found exceedance to be associated with tank sloshing and not 
considered safety significant

o Reviewed Vogtle’s application of 4% damping instead of 5% damping in  
SSC’s’ designs, and verified response appropriately accounted for 
stress and strain levels in the design.

o Confirmed Vogtle’s validation of NI 15 SASSI versus NI 10 and NI 20 
(used by DCD) demonstrated sufficiently captured designs.

o Assured that concurrent changes to design and models of shield 
building were consistent with Vogtle model.

o Found this acceptable based on evaluation of the SSI, and justification 
for exceedances of GMRS, the design of the SSC’s are acceptable.
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Construction and Inspection 
• Issue:

– Staff needed to assure that construction and inspection is implemented 
as designed.

• Resolution:
– Applicant:

o Added COL 3.8-6 addressing the construction and inspection 
methods and procedures.

o Added COL 3.8-5 addressing the construction inspection program 
conformance with maintenance rule (10 CFR 50.65)  and RG 1.160 
(Monitoring the Effectiveness of Maintenance at Nuclear Power 
Plants.)

– Staff:
o The staff agreed with  COL 3.8-6 and COL 3.8-5 which commits to 

perform and develop construction and inspection program.
o Staff found this to be acceptable.
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Chapter 19p
Probabilistic Risk Assessment
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R COLA Chapter 19 ContentR-COLA Chapter 19 – Content

Probabilistic Risk Assessment
19.1 – 19.57 IBR’d DCD (no supplemental information) 

19.55 SEISMIC MARGIN ANALYSIS
 19.55 is being revised to include the site specific 

seismic margin analysis (see next slide)

19 58 WINDS  FLOODS  AND OTHER EXTERNAL EVENTS19.58 WINDS, FLOODS, AND OTHER EXTERNAL EVENTS

19.59 PRA RESULTS AND INSIGHTS

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 19: SER Open ItemsR-COLA Chapter 19: SER Open Items

SER Open Items (closed in AFSER)p ( )

OI 19.59-1: Seismic Margin Analysis

In response to staff requests and ISG-20, Westinghouse provided additional 

i i  i  l i   (DCD A d t 18) t  fi  1 67 i  seismic margin analysis  (DCD Amendment 18) to confirm 1.67 margin 

exists.  COL Item VEGP COL 19.59.10-6 was added to confirm that the 

Seismic Margin Analysis documented in the AP1000 DCD is applicable to the 

Applicant’s site  Applicant’s site. 

VEGP completed an evaluation against the ground motion response spectra 

(GMRS) and demonstrated that site specific High Confidence of Low 

P b bilit  f F il  (HCLPF) l   l t   t  th  1 67 ti  Probability of Failure (HCLPF) values are equal to or greater than 1.67 times 

the GMRS (note, site specific exceedances were evaluated and confirmed 

they are acceptable).

(N t   SER ith O  It  i l d d t  dditi l OI  th t  B ll f t  it  ifi )   

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7

(Note:  SER with Open Items included two additional OIs that were Bellefonte site specific).  
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Staff Review Team

Technical Staff
– Suzanne Schroer

PRA and Severe Accidents Branch
– Bret Tegeler

Structural Engineering Branch

Project Manager
– Ravindra Joshi, VEGP COL

12/15-16/2010 2Chapter 19 - PRA & Severe Accidents



Overview of Chapter
• Standard content contains no open items
• Only two sections supplemented with site-specific 

information
– 19.55—Seismic Margin Analysis
– 19.58—Winds, Floods, and Other External Events

12/15-16/2010 3Chapter 19 - PRA & Severe Accidents



Technical Topics of Interest for VEGP

VEGP COL FSAR Section 19.55
• Site-specific ground motion response spectra 

(GMRS) exceeds the certified seismic design 
response spectra (CSDRS)

• VEGP performed site-specific analysis
• Results: 

At 1.67 times the VEGP GMRS, all in-structure 
response spectra (ISRS—6 locations evaluated) 
were bounded by the DCD ISRS

12/15-16/2010 4Chapter 19 - PRA & Severe Accidents



Presentation to the ACRS
Subcommittee

Vogtle Units 3 and 4 COL Application Review

ASE Chapter 19
REFERENCE SLIDES

December 15-16, 2010



VEGP GMRS vs. CSDRS
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Other Technical Topics
VEGP COL FSAR Section 19.58
• summary of external events
• high winds
• floods
• transportation and other external events

12/15-16/2010 3Chapter 19 - PRA & Severe Accidents



Vogtle External Events
External Event

Screening Criteria Applied

Bounded 
Negligible 
Frequency

Negligible 
Consequence

Not Applicable

Tornado •

Hurricane •

External flood Max flood < 100’ (grade)

Aviation • •

Marine No barge traffic

Pipeline • • No pipelines for 10 mi.

Railroad • Dclosest track > Dstandoff

Truck • Dclosest highway > Dstandoff

Major depots and 
storage areas

• < NRC review standard

On-site storage tanks • < RG 1.78

External fires •

Radiological hazards •

12/15-16/2010 Chapter 19 - PRA & Severe Accidents 4
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R-COLA Chapter 13: Conduct of Operations

13.1 Organizational Structure of Applicant13.1 Organizational Structure of Applicant

13.2 Training

13.3 Emergency Planningg y g

13.4 Operational Programs

13.5 Plant Procedures

13.6 Physical Security

13.7 Fitness for Duty

13.8 Cyber Security

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 13: Other TopicsR-COLA Chapter 13: Other Topics

ESP Permit Conditions (PCs)
VEGP EP was approved in ESP with permit conditions:
• PCs 2-7 – Emergency Action Levels (EALs)
• PC 8 – Technical Support Center (TSC) locationPC 8 Technical Support Center (TSC) location

COL Information Items
COL It  13 6 01 S it  Pl /PS ITAAC• COL Item 13.6-01 – Security Plan/PS-ITAAC
– Physical Security will not be discussed during this presentation

• COL Item 13.6-05 – Cyber Security Plan 

Other Chapter 13 Topics
• Section 13 7 – Fitness for Duty Programs

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7

Section 13.7 Fitness for Duty Programs
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R COLA Chapter 13: Recent RevisionsR-COLA Chapter 13: Recent Revisions
13.3 Emergency Planning

E  l  ith ITAAC d d  E l  Sit  P it – Emergency plan with ITAAC approved under Early Site Permit 
(ESP) with permit conditions

– FEMA review of State and local plans concurrence included in 
ESP SER

– Permit conditions (PCs 2-7) related to EALs converted to a 
license condition (LC 4)license condition (LC 4)

– Permit condition (PC 8) related to TSC addressed by  
departure 18.8-1

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R COLA Chapter 13: Recent RevisionsR-COLA Chapter 13: Recent Revisions

13.3 Emergency Planning
– Departure 18.8-1

• Move Operations Support Center (OSC) from ALARA Briefing Room 
to the Control Support Area (CSA) for each unit

• Move the Technical Support Center (TSC) from the CSA to the Move the Technical Support Center (TSC) from the CSA to the 
centrally located Communication Support Center (CSC) located 
between the power blocks for Units 2 and 3

Variance 1 2 1– Variance 1.2-1

• TSC relocation – Discussed in Chapter 1 presentation

New or Additional Information [10CFR 52 79(b)(4) and 10CFR – New or Additional Information [10CFR 52.79(b)(4) and 10CFR 
50.54(q)]

• Removed EAL scheme from EP and replaced with LC4

• Relocation of TSC as addressed in Variance 1.2-1 (above)

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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R-COLA Chapter 13: Recent RevisionsR COLA Chapter 13: Recent Revisions
COL Information Item 13.6-5: Cyber Security Plan (CSP)

• NRC issued Final Rule: Security Requirements (March 2009)
• RG 5.71, “Cyber Security Programs,” Rev. 0 (January 2010)
• Vogtle 3 & 4 Cyber Security Plan, Rev. 0 (June 2010):

– Based on CSP template in RG 5 71  Appendix A  with deviations – Based on CSP template in RG 5.71, Appendix A, with deviations 
identified and justified, including:

• Actual AP1000 Defensive Architecture described 

• Addressing of Operational and Maintenance cyber security controls g
with justifications

• Flexibility in analysis method for use of alternative controls

• Critical Systems identified using plant’s Licensing Basis

– Addresses the same set of Cyber Security controls contained in 
Appendices B & C of RG 5.71

The VEGP 3 & 4 CSP provides a standard plan that satisfies requirements of 
the 10 CFR 73 54  Cyber Security Rule  for AP1000 plants

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7

the 10 CFR 73.54, Cyber Security Rule, for AP1000 plants.
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R COLA Chapter 13: Recent RevisionsR-COLA Chapter 13: Recent Revisions
SER Open Item 13.7-01 – Fitness for Duty Program

• NRC issued Final Rule re: Fitness for Duty Programs (March 2008)

• FFD Rule includes addition of Subpart K, FFD Programs for Construction

• NEI 06-06, Rev. 5, “Fitness for Duty Program Guidance for New Reactor y g
Power Plant Construction Sites,” Rev. 5, issued in August 2009

• Applicant’s response to RAI Letter 049 (March 5, 2010) revised FSAR to:

– Confirm consistency with NRC accepted NEI 06-06, Rev. 5

– Identify FFD Programs that will be applied to the appropriate categories 
of personnel, including applicable regulatory basis

– Confirm implementation milestones for various FFD Programs phases

With these changes, the COL addresses the required information related to the 
FFD Program per 10 CFR Part 26 and 10 CFR 52.79(a)(44).

Bellefonte 3&4 Lee Nuclear 1&2 Summer 2&3 Vogtle 3&4 Harris 2&3 Levy 1&2 Turkey Point 6&7
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