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Chairman Macfarlane’s Comments on SECY-12-0034,
“Proposed Rulemaking: 10 CFR 50.46c: Emergency Core Cooling System Performance
During Loss-of-Coolant Accidents (RIN 3150-AH42)”

| approve the staff's recommendation in SECY-12-0034 to publish in the Federal Register the
proposed 10 CFR 50.46c¢ rule covering performance-based requirements for emergency core
cooling systems, as modified by the staff's June 1, 2012 memo to the Commission, and as
edited by Commissioner Apostolakis in his vote. | commend the NRC staff for using emerging
research findings to advance the agency's regulations in a perfformance-based manner. I'd also
like to thank Commissioner Apostolakis and his staff for providing detailed edits to the Federal
Register notice.

This proposed rule has a number of objectives including: expanding the applicability of the rule
to any zirconium-based cladding materials; creating a performance-based approach which
specifies that the emergency core cooling systems must keep core temperatures below fuel-
specific limits; incorporating new research findings on hydrogen-enhanced beta layer
embrittlement, breakaway oxidation, and cladding inner diameter oxygen ingress; and applying
a new analytical requirement associated with the thermal effects of crud and oxide.

Given the new state of knowledge in this area, the NRC staff performed a plant-specific safety
assessment to determine whether changes to the methodology for fuel cladding limits would

- alter the continued level of safety of currently operating nuclear plants. The staff has verified
that current core configurations are safe; however, since many plant refuelings will take place
between now and the time of a final rulemaking, the staff should continue to periodically verify
that the appropriate level of safety is maintained.

As highlighted by Commissioner Ostendorff, the staff continues to conduct research related to
fuel fragmentation, relocation, and dispersal. | support Commissioner Ostendorff's proposal that
the staff should complete that research and incorporate any necessary changes before
requesting Commission approval of a final rule for 50.46c.

Finally, | want to highlight that a portion of this proposed rulemaking, the explicit requirement
that licensees evaluate the thermal effects of crud and oxide layers that accumulate on the fuel
cladding during plant operation, is the result of a petition for rulemaking submitted by a member
of the public, Mr. Mark Leyse. I'm encouraged by continued public participation in our
regulatory processes and | believe it's particularly important that we highlight the contributions of
members of the public to the agency's mission.

w[?lm

~Allison M. |Jactarlane Date
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RESPONSE SHEET
TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: COMMISSIONER SVINICKI

SUBJECT: SECY-12-0034 - PROPOSED RULEMAKING - 10 CFR
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| approve publication of the proposed rule on Performance-Based Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) Cladding Acceptance Criteria as presented in Enclosure 1 to SECY-12-0034,
and subsequently modified by the staff's June 1, 2012 memo to the Commission, subject to the
attached edits. The attached edits to the Regulatory Analysis should be incorporated prior to its
publication. Additionally, the basis for backfit consideration is more appropriately “maintaining”
adequate protection, than “restoring” it. Edits have been made to reflect this change. In
general, the staff is to be commended for its diligent labor in producing this proposed rule.

The parallels drawn by Commissioner Ostendorff, in his vote, regarding precipitous action to
resolve the containment sump clogging issue is an important reminder in the context of this
proposed rule. Consequently, the staff should complete its research on fuel fragmentation,
relocation, and dispersal, and incorporate any necessary changes before requesting
Commission approval of the draft final rule. If these changes are significant enough to require a
limited renoticing of the rule, so be it. Also, comments should be solicited on whether 10 CFR
50.46¢ should contain a provision allowing licensees to request a license amendment, on a
case-by-case basis, to use alternative risk-informed approaches to establish a plant's licensing
basis for long-term ECCS sump clogging issues.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Tara Inverso, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, telephone:

301-415-1024, e-mail: Tara.Inverso@nre.gov; or Paul M. Clifford, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Reguilation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, telephone:

301-415-4043, e-mail: Paul.Clifford@nrc.gov .

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

VL

Accessing Information and Submitting Comments

Background

Operating Plant Safety

Advancé Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Public Comment on Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking
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A. Applicability of Performance-Based Rule; Consideration of PRM-50-71
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1. Hydrogen-Enhanced Beta-Layer Embrittiement
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Breakaway Oxidation
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Applicability of Ductility Based Analytical Limitsv in the Burst Region
5. LongA/Term Cooling
C. Reporting Requirements
D. Consideration of PRM-50-84. Thermal Effects of Crud and Oxide Layers
E. Implementation

Section-by-Section Analysis



The specific experimental technique for measuring cladding ductility (i.e., > 1.00 percent
permanent strain prior to failure during ring-compression loading at a temperature of
135 °C and a displacement rate of 0.033 millimeters per second (mm/sec)) was removed
from the rule and provided as one approved method within draft regulatory guide
(DG)-1262, “Testing for Postquench Ductility,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110840283).
The specific experimental technique for measuring time until breakaway oxidation (i.e.,
hydrogen uptake reaches 200 weight part per million (wppm) anywhere oh a cladding
segment subjected to high temperature steam oxidation ranging from 1200 °F to 1875 °F
(649 °C to 1024 °C)) was removed from the rule and provided as one approved mefhod
within DG-1261, “Conducting Periodic Testing for Breakaway Oxidation Behavior,”
(ADAMS Accession No. ML110840089).
The proposed risk-informed change to the reporting requirements (objective three of the
ANPR) was abandoned. The majority of public comments received on the proposed
reporting criteria suggested that the concept was complex, and might promote
unnecessary burden or misinterpretation.
The applicability of the zirconium-based alloy fuel specific performance requirements
was expanded to include uranium- plutomum mixed oxide fuel.

Post wench duetifi
The applicability of thg\(PQD)analytucalj? mits in DG-1263, “Establishing Analytical Limits
for Zirconium-Based Alloy Cladding,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110871607) was |
expanded to encompass cladding hydrogen concentration up to 800 wppm.
Many changes and improvements were made in the development of DG-1261,

DG-1262, and DG-1263.

A staged implementation plan was de\)eloped.
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V. Proposed Requirements for ECCS Performance During LOCAs

The proposed rule would establish a general, performance-based rule governing ECCS
performance for light-water nuclear power reactors (LWR), regardless of fuel design or cladding
material. This represents a significant change from the current ECCS regulations, which apply
to “uranium oxide pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO™ cladding.” Because ECCS |
system requirements must be expressed independent of fuel type, and because ECCS system
performance ultimately must be based upon maintaining the fuel used in a safe (analyzed)
condition, the new rule separates the ECCS system requirements from the need for the
applicant/licensee to establish the fuel system design performance criteria constituting a safe
condition.

In proposed § 50.46¢, the specified performance objeCtives of the systems, structures,
and components of the ECCS are to provide residual heat removal during andb following a
postulated LOCA. As with the current regulations, the ECCS performance is demonstrated by
NRC-apprqved evaluation models in proposéd § 50.46¢. Specifié performance requirements
and analytical limits have been established for fuel designs consisting of uranium oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium oxide pellets within zirconium cladding alloys which account for recent
research findings. New performance objectives and analytical limits may be necessary for other
fuel designs to take into consideration all degradation mechanisms and any unique features of
the particular fuel systemme ECCS is trying to cool. X |

The proposed rule follows the general regulatory approach of the existing regulations by
establishing non-prescriptive, performance-based regulatory language for demonstrating
acceptable ECCS system performance and determining the fuel's performance characteristics.
However, because the embrittlement criteria in the current regulations for fuel with zirconium-

based cladding continue to be acceptable (although incomplete, as will be discussed) the
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proposed rule retains the current regulations’ 2200 °F limit for fuel with zirconium-based
claddin(gjas well as limitations on oxidation and hydrogen generation.

The organization and CFR designations of the NRC’s requirements governing ECCS
(currently in § 50.46) and reactor éooling venting systems (currently in § 50.46a) are expected
to change, as a result of: 1) ongoing rulemaking activities; 2) the proposed implementation
schedule for those activities; and 3) the need to maintain the current requirements in place for
those licensees that have :\Lot transitioned to the new requirements (following the
implementation schedule wh?e:gould be provided in the final rule). A detailed description of

the transition of CFR designations is provided in Section VI, “Section by Section Analysis.”

A. Applicability of Performance-Based Rule; Consideration of PRM-50-71

The NRC proposes to expand the applicability of the rule from "urahium oxide pellets
within cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO™ cladding” to any LWR, regardless of fuel design or
cladding material. The proposed rule would be applicable to applicants for and holders of
construction permits, operating licenses, combined licenses, and standard design approvals and

*o ra /Q

..by‘af:phcants for certified designs and for manufacturing licenses. The only-exception-to-theA
Nef p
_:ulp:s.a-ppucabth)pWould /pe-‘ega]:y licensee m has submitted certifications for permanent

cessation of operations and permanent removal of fuel from the reactor vessel, in accordance
with § 50.82(a)(1).

Over the past 10 years, the NRC has granted exemptions from the requiremlents of
§ 50.46 (in accordance with § 50.12(a)) to licensees utilizing approved fuel designs with M5
zirconium-based alloy cladding and, more recently, tq licensees using approved fuel designs

with Optimized ZIRLO™ zirconium-based alloy cladding.

The proposed rule includes general performance requirements for future LWR fuel
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designs and specific performance requirements for the current generation of LWR fuel designs
with zirconium-based alloy claddings. As such, it is anticipated that future exemption requests
would not be necessary for loading an advanced fuel design or cladding material approved by
the NRC through a rulemaking. However, the licensee would still need to submit a license
amendment. During this approval process, either: 1) specified and NRC-approved analytical
limits have been established, along with an NRC-approved evaluation model, which satisfy the
specific performance-based requirements for fuel designs consisting of uranium oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium oxide pellets within zirconium-based alloy cladding material, or 2) specified
performance objectives and associated analytical limits which take into consideration all
degradation mechanisms and any unigue features of the particular fuel system have been
established, along with an NRC-approved eyaluation model, by which to judge the ECCS
performance for new fuel designs.

- The NRC recognizes that a small number of fuel rods may fail during normal operation
due to manufacturing defects, debris fretting, grid-to-rod fretting, etc. The allowable number of
fuel rod failures during normal operation is not governed by ECCS performance requirements,
but limited by Part 20, “Standards for Protection Against Radiation,” and plant Technical
Speciﬂcationwhich limit reactor coolant activity level to maintain on-site and pff-site dose
during normal operation, anticipated operational occurrences, and postulated accidents to within
prescribed limits. In addition to Technical Specifications limitations, plant administrative limits
on reactor coolant activity level furthér reduce the potential number of failed fuel rods within an
operating core.

Due to secondary degradation effects, the performance of these limited failed fuel rods

during a postulated LOCA may be difficult to predict, and would most likely be outside the

experimental database used to set the MC approved analytical limits for coolable
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geometry (i.e., cladding embrittlement for zirconium-based alloys). However, due to their limited
number relative to the total core population, any unforeseen degradation or performance during
a postulated LOCA would not challenge the general performance requirements. As such,
compliance with ECCS performance requirements of § 50.46¢ is not required for this limited
number of failed fuel rods. |

This proposed extension to all LWR fuel types addresses an NEI petition for rulemaking
(PRM-50-71) dated March 14, 2000, as amended&eftoi Apr‘il 12, 2000, which requested that the
applicable regulations be amended to allow for the introduction of advanced zirconium-based
alloy claddings, thus eliminating the need for a licensee to pursue an exemption for alloys which
did not meet the definition of “zircaloy or ZIRLO™.” If the NRC adopts the proposed rule in final

fonn,4hef?I;RM-50-71 would be granted and resolved.

B. Performence-Based Aspects of the Proposed Rule

The systems, structures, and components of the ECCS are designed to provide residual
heat removal during and followir]g a postulated LOCA. Failure of the ECCS to perform its
intended function would result in a loss of coolable geometry followed by core reconfiguration.
While theprmc'ﬁm ECCS performance requirements are simple in nature (i.e., remove residual

heat and maintain core temperatures at acceptable levels), the system-capabilities-and—<__
+o ach

—eapacities must be de&gned&baeed—en%iec:ﬂed performance objectlvetﬁakmg into

consideration all degradation mechanisms and any unique features of the particular fuel system

that i end;é]
_ -for—whicﬁ]tﬁe ECCSi ing to cool. Sufficient empirical data must be available for the

particular fuel system to identify all degradation mechanisms (e.g., embrittlement, loss of
structural integrity) and any unique features (e.g., eutectic or exothermic reactions, combustible

gas generation) to specify both acceptable core temperatures and the duration for which the

21
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ECCS must remove residual heat. In addition, fuel-specific analytical requnrements may be

+hot
necessary to accurately or conservatively model unique phenomena whiempact the ECCS X

L4

performance demonstration (e.g., fuel rod balloon and burst, cladding inside-diameter oxygen
ingress).
To achieve the rulemaking objective of developing a more performance-based rule,
significant changes in format and structure are being proposed relative to § 50.46. In place of
the current prescriptive § 50.46(b) analytical limits, the proposed rule would define the following
Py
Wa&zc/:cs performance requirements: )(
e Core temperaturq‘g:durihg and following the LOCA event doe?n/ot exceed the analytical )<
limits for the fuel design used for ensuring acceptable performance.
o The ECCS provides sufficient coolant so that decay heat will be removed for the
extended period of time required by the long-lived radioactivity remaining in the core.
In addition, the propqsfid rule would dictate specific analytical requirements for
wi

demonstrating compliance t¢*the ECCS performance requirements. For instance, to

ECCS perormance wovld be eyaf
demonstrate compliance with these system performance requurements“)\?fxel-speum

degradation mechanisms and any%ique features of the pai‘ticular fuel systeW
-esfabﬁshed-rgl:):g with an NRC-approved evaluation mode}.éby-which.xo.jmge.the.EC_QQ
-performance——

The proposed rule includes specific performance requirements for fuel designs

X
s
.performance objectives and associated analytical limits whiet'take into consideration all X
X

consisting of uranium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical

zirconium-alloy cIaddinW&Mﬁuﬂg’E‘Eees-podeﬁmame?"f hese performance /C

requirements incorporate the findings of the NRC LOCA research program. New performance

objectives and analytical limits may be necessary for other fuel designs.
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For uranium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical
zirconium-alioy cladding, al(;\ggg{'adation mechanisms and unique features have been identified,
specific performance objectivengLeﬁned, and fuel designRspeciﬁc performance requirements
have been established and included in the proposed rule. For this fuel system design, the
performance objective is to maintain the coolable fuel rod bundle array. In other words, the
objective is to maintain fuel pellets withi: s cladding and fuel rods within the fuel bundle lattice.
Existing models and methods are capable of accurately predicting core temperatures and
demonstrating ECCS performanc@arovided this core configuration is maintained. To achieve
this performance objective, the ECCS must limit core temperatures to prevent high-temperature
cladding failure, prevent brittle cladding failure (i.e., maintain PQD and prevent breakaway
oxidation),and%n/inimize hydrogen gas generation, and provide for long-term residual heat
removal for the long-lived fission decay products associated with uranium oxide or uranium-
plutonium oxide fuel.

The following § 50.46(b) requirements would remain unchanged in the proposed
§ 50.46c¢:

e Peak cladding temperature. The calculated maximum fuel element cladding
temperature shall not exceed 2200 °F. The peak cladding temperature requirements
currently in § 50.46(b)(1) would be moved to § 50.46¢c(g)(1)(i).

e Maximum hydrogen generation. The calculated total amount of hydrogen generated
from the chemical reaction of the cladding with water or steam shall not exceed 0.01
times the hypothetical amount that would be generated if ali of the metal in the cladding
cylinders surrounding the fuel, excluding the cladding surrounding the plenum volume,

were to react. The maximum hydrogen generation limits currently in § 50.46(b)(3) would

be moved to § 50.46¢c(g)(1)(iv).

23
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in the current regulations, the preservation of cladding ductility, via compliance with
regulatory criteria on peak cladding temperature (§ 50.46(b)(1)) and local cladding oxidation
(§ 50.46(b)(2)), provides a level of assurance that fuel cladding will not experience gross failure
and that the fuel rods will remain within their coolable lattice arrays. The recent LOCA research
program identified new cladding embrittlement mechanismsmemonstrated that the
current combination of peak cladding temperature (2200 °F (1204 °C)) and local cladding

oxidation (17 percent equivalent cladding reacted (ECR)) criteria may not always ensure PQD.

The impact of these research findings on cladding ductility is addressed in the following section.

1. Hydrogen-Enhanced Beta-Layer Embrittlement:

As explained in Section 1.4 of NUREG/CR-6967, oxygen diffusion into the base metal
under LOCA conditions promotes a reduction in the size (referred to as beta-layer thinning) and

ductility (referred to as beta-layer embrittlement) of the metallurgical structure within the

ity” The presence of hydrogen within the cladding

enhances this embrittiement process.

It is important to recognize that the embrittiement of the cladding is the result of oxygen
diffusion into the base metal and not directly related to the rate of growth or overall thickness of
a zirconium dioxide layer on the outside cladding diameter. In combination with a limit on peak
cladding temperature, the curre‘;\mo;\a’limits maximum local oxidation to preserve cladding
ductility. Maximum local oxidation is used as a surrogate to limit the integral time-at-
temperature (ITT) and associated oxygen diffusion. This surrogate approach is possible
because both the rate of oxidation and rate of oxygen diffusion share strong temperature
dependence. In the recent LOCA research program, the Cathcart-Pawel (CP) weight gain

correlation was used to integrate time-at-temperature and define the point at which ductility was
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lost (nil ductility). Section 1.3 of NUREG/CR-6967 defines the following equations used to
integrate time-at-temperature: |

ECRone-sided oxidation = 43.9 [(Wg/h)/(1-h/Do)), (Egn. 5 of NUREG/CR-6967)

ECRywo-sided oxidaton = 87.8 (Wg/h), - (Eqn. 6 of NUREG/CR-6967)
where ECR is in percent, Wg is in g/cm? h is cladding thickness in cm, and Do is clédding
outside diameter in cm. The CP weight gain correlation (Wg) is defined as follows.

Wg = 0.602 exp(-1 .005x10°/T)t"2 (Eqn. 4 of NUREG/CR-6967)
where Wg is given in g/cm?, T is temperature in Kelvin, and t is time in seconds.

Measurements of weight gain were performed on many of the steam-oxidized cladding
samples tested in the LOCA research program. For example, Tabie 22 of NUREG/CR-6967
provides both measured ECR and calculated CP-ECR for the zircaloy-2 cladding samples
tested. Instead of correlating measured plastic strain or measured offset displacement with
measured ECR or measurements of the post-quench cladding microstructure (e.g., beta layer
thickness), the research findings correlate the ductile-to-brittle trahsition to calculéted CP-ECR
(using the equations previously stated). In this instance, calculated ECR is used to integrate
time-at-temperature and doe?fequires\knowledge of measured ECR. However, an accurate or
conservative weight gain model based on measured oxidation, which may be alloy-specific or
vary significantly froh‘ CP predictions, needs to be used for predicting rate of energy release
and hydrogen generation from the metal/water reaction in the LOCA heat balance calculation.

In an attempt to more accurately characterize the degrading phenomenon, the proposed
rule would replace the term' maximum local oxidation"with"ITT,”which more directly relatq\g to the
parameter of interest (i.e., embrittiement due to oxygen diffusion). This should clarify the need
to have: 1) an accurate or conservative weight gain correlation based on measured oxidation

for estimating the rate of energy release and hydrogen generation from the metal/water
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reaction, and 2) a consistent analytical technique to integrate time-at-temperature in both the
empirical database (i.e., allowable CP-ECR) and evaluation model (i.e., predicted CP-ECR).

During normal operation, the cladding metal absorbs some hydrogen from the corrosion
process. When that cladding is exposed to high-temperature LOCA conditions, the elevated
hydrogen levels increase the solubility of oxygen in the beta phase and the rate of diffusion of
oxygen into the beta phase. Thus, even for LOCA temperatures below 1204 °C.(2200 °F),
embrittlement can occur for time periods corresponding to less than 17-percent oxidation in
corroded cladding with significant hydrogen pickup.

Figure 1 illustrates the effect of hydrogen on ring-compression test ductility
measurements. Test specimens included high-burnup (a 71- to 74—micrometér corrosion-layer
thickness) and aé-fabricated (fresh) PWR Zircaloy-4 cladding segments. Cladding samples
were oxidized on two sides af approximately 1200 °C (~ 2200 °F) and cooled at approximately
11 °C per second to 800 °C (1472 °F). As-fabricated samples were quenched at 800 °C,

whereas the high-burnup samples were slow-cooled from 800 °C to room temperature.
[7%6 S‘qu’-’-\ JW//’V V/'dﬁ/ oNne or twe JuMMa,,ry WEVLQ-&J
~“fhat ezp//{,}/l 7%6 ,Uhe,/)ame/w/\ d'e,/)/'c-f'é&/ in ;E)('?erl':{
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FIGURE 1: Measured Offset Strains

(Source: NUREG/CR-6967)
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To address this phenomenon (as well as to achieve a more performance-based ruie),
the NRC proposes to replace the existing prescriptive analytical limits with a performance-based
requirement-whietPwould require licensees to establish specified and NRC-approved analytical _ /{/
limits on peak cladding temperature (PCT) and ITT. These limits should correspond to the
measured ductile-to-brittle transition for the zirconium-based alloy cladding based upon an
NRC-approved experimental technique. If the peak cladding temperature-\:hiobpreserves X
cladding ductility is lower than the 2200 °F limit, the licensee Should use the lower temperature.

The NRC is issuing draft regulatory guide DG-1263 (ADAMS Accession No.
ML110871607) for comment. The draft regulatory guide provides licensees with “specified and

NRC-approved analytical limits on PCT and integral time at temperature (ITT),” based upon the

NRC's LOCA research program’s measured ductile-to-brittle transition for zirconium-based alloy
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cladding. In addition, the NRC is issuing DG-1262 (ADAMS Accession No. ML110840283) for
comment, which provides licensees with “an NRC-approved experimental technique” for
conducting PQD measurements aﬁd developing analytical limits. These draft‘ regulatory guides
specify an approach acceptable to NRC.' Even if the draft regulatory guides are adopted in final
form, licensees may propose alternative approaches to those described in those regulatory
guides.

It is important to recognize that a consistent integration technique should be used to
quantify time at elevated temperature in botﬁ the experiments and evaluation model. For
example, the NRC-approved analytical limits on ITT in DG-1263 were based on the NRC LOCA
research program result@which, in turn, integrated time at elevated temperature u:jénég the CP )(
weight gain correlation. For consistency with DG-1263, future LOCA analysessf‘nfusﬂntegrate ,(
time at elevated temperature using the same CP weight gain correlation when comparing m‘tys /5 resa/fg X
against these analytical limits. For this case, Appendix K evaluation models would cbntinue to
use the Baker-Just (BJ) weight gain correlation for estimating the rate of energy release and
hydrogen generation from the metal/water reaction.
“TX\e. NRC's LOCA research program did not_investigéte cladding degradation mechanisms or )(
develop the technical basis for performance-based requirements beyond the existing ZZOQ °F
peak cladding temperature criterion. Examples of degradation mechanisms beyond cladding
embrittiement (via oxygen diffusion) include excessive exothermic metal-water reaction,
alloy-specific eutectics, and loss of fuel rod geometry due to plastic flow. As a result, the
existing 2200 °F limit (specified in § 50.46¢(g)(1)(i) of the proposed rule) remains an absolute
upper lirﬁit for zirconium-based alloys on peak cladding temperature. However, as reflected in

this proposed requirement, a lower peak ciadding temperature may be required to preserve

ductility.
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2. Oxygen Ingress from Cladding Inside Diameter:

Oxygen sources may be present on the inner surface of irradiated cladding due to
gas-phase UO; transport prior to gap closure, fuel-cladding-bond formation (uranium dioxide in
solid solution with zirconium dioxide), and the fuel bonded to this layer. Under LOCA
conditions, this available oxygen may diffuse into the base metal of the cladding, effectively
reducing the integral time-at-temperature to nil ductility.

To address this phenomenon, the NRC proposes to add an analytical requirement to the
evaluation model Mould require licensees to, if an oxygen source is present on the inside
surfaces of the cladding at the onset ofADbLOCA, consider the effects of oxygen diffusion from the
cladding inside surfaces in the evaluation model. nside diom eher

The NRC recognizes that the availability of a cIaddind(lD) oxygen source and its diffusion
into the base metal during a postulated LOCA may depend on several factors (e.g., rod design,

apf [ ks are FéSPOY)SLb e for
power history). As such, fhe—bﬂrden-ey\determmmg when the fuel-claddlng bonding layer is

strong enough to allow the diffusion of oxygen from the uranium-oxide fuel to the zirconium

cladding and, therefore, must be included in the evaluation mode|

is anticipated that identifying the magnitude and onset of oxygen ID diffusion would be part of
the NRC's review and approval of LOCA evaluation models or vendor fuel designs. A

conservative analytical limit is provided in draft regulatory guide DG-1263 (ADAMS Accession

No. ML110871607).

3. Breakaway Oxidation:
As explained in Section 1.4.5 of NUREG/CR-6967, zirconium dioxide can exist in several

crystallographic forms (allotropes). The normal tetragonal oxide that develops under LOCA

conditions is dense, adherent, and protective with respect to hydrogen pickup. However, there
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are conditions that promote a transformation to the monoclinic phase (i.e., the phase that is
grown during normal operation), which is neither fully dense nor protective. The
tetragonal-to-monoclinic transformation is an instability that initiates at local regions of the
metal-oxide interface and grows rapidly throughout the oxide layer. Because this transformation
results in an increase in oxidation rate, it is referred to as breakaway oxidation. Along with this
increase in oxidation rate resulting from cracks in the monoclinic oxide, significant hydrogen
pickup also occurs. Hydrogen that enters in this manner during a LOCA transient promotes
rapid embrittlement of the cladding.

While all zirconium alloys will eventually experience breakaway oxide phase
transformation when exposed to long durations of high temperature steam oxidation, alloying
composition and manufacturing process (e.g., surface roughness) influence the timing of this
phenomenon. M

* Any fuel rod.whicfi-experiences breakaway oxidation during a postulated LOCA will
rapidly become brittle and more susceptible to gross failure and hence, is no longer in
compliance with general design criterion (GDC) 35 requirements for coolable core geometry.

To address this phenomenon, the NRC proposes to add a performance-based requirement that
the licensee measure the onset of breakaway oxidation for each reload batch on manufactured
cladding material and %port any changes in the onset of breakaway oxidation at lea;t
annually. This requirement, along with a periodic test requirement, would confirm that slight
composition changes or manufacturing changes have not inadvertently altered the cladding’s
susceptibility to oxidation. The NRC is issuing DG-1261 (ADAMS Accession No.

ML 110840089), which will provide licensees with “an NRC approved experimental technique”

for conducting breakaway oxidation measurements and developing analytical limits.
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mechanisms impact the performance of the fuel rod under LOCA conditions. As such, the
ductile-to-brittle transition based on ring compression tests of unflawed cladding seghents_may
not fully represent the region of the fuel rod surrounding the cladding rupture.

The rupture region contains non-uniform distributions of: 1) oxygen concentration within
the base metal and zirconium oxide thickness, 2) soluble hydrogen and zirconium hydrides, 3)
cladding wall thickness (due to ballooning), and 4) cladding flaws (due to baliooning and
rupture). The overall goal of preserving cladding ductility may not apply to the rupture area that
contains non-uniform _distributions of flaws, cladding thickness, hydrogen distribution, and
oxygen levels.

To investigate the mechanical behavior of ruptured fuel rods, the NRC conducted
integral LOCA testing, designed to exhibit ballooning and burst, on as-fabricated and hydrogen
charged cladding specimens and high burnup fuel rod segments exposed to high temperature
steam oxidation followed by quench. The research results and conclusions are documented in
the report “Mechanical Behavior of Ballboned and Ruptured Cladding” (ADAMS Accession No.
ML12048A475). The integral LOCA testing confirms that continued exposure tg&ol'k\igh
temperature steam environment weakens the already flawed region of the fuel rod surrounding
the cladding rupture. Hence, limitations on peak cladding temperature and integral time at
temperature are necessary to preserve an acceptable amount of mechanical strength and
fracture toughness. In addition, this research demonstrated that the degradation in strength and
fracture toughness with prolonged exposure to steam oxidation was enhanced with pre-existing
cladding hydrogen content.

The research findings from the integral LOCA research presented the NRC with two
obtions for revising the fuel performance requirements: 1) establish a separate performance

requirement within the burst region (i.e., analytical limits which preserve sufficient fracture
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toughness to ensure burst region survival), or 2) apply the ductility-based analytical limits to the
entire fuel rod.

In the absence of a credible analysis of loads, cladding stresses, and cladding strains for
a degraded LOCA core, there are no absolute metrics to detennine how much ductility or
strength would be needed to “guarantee” that fuel-rod cladding would maintain its geometry
during and following LOCA quench. It is also not clear what impact severance of some fuel rods
into two pieces would have on core coolability. Fragmentation of fuel rod cladding would. be
more detrimental to core coolability than severance of rods into two pieces. Even minimal
ductility ensures that ciadding will have high strength and toughness and therefore, high
resistance to fracturing. Brittle cladding, on the other hand, might fail at low strength and
shatter. Therefore, the intent to maintain ductility is beneficial even without adequéte
knowledge of LOCA loads. If wall thinning and double-sided oxidation are accounted for, then it
was determined that applying the hydrogen-based embrittlement limit developed in previous
work at ANL to limit oxidation in the balloon region of the irradiated fuel rods tested at Studsvik
was sufficient to preserve reasonable behavior of the ballooned and ruptured region.

The integral LOCA research concluded that application of the hydrogen-depend%t
ductility-based analytical limits on PCT and ITT (when applied within the burst region) preserve
the mechanical behavior of high-burnup rods tested to that measured for as-fabricated cladding
oxidized to 17 percent CP-ECR. Assuming highly conservative upper bounds on thermal
expansion loading during quench, the residual mechanical behavior preserved by this limit was
determined to be adequate to demonstrate that coolable geometry is maintained. As such, the
NRC elected the second regulatory approach to apply a single performance-based requirement
to the entire fuel rod. This decision recognizes that portions of the cladding within the burst

region may not maintain ductility. This decision is reflected in DG-1263 and supported by the
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technical basis documented in the staff report, “The Mechanical Behavior of Ballooned and

Ruptured Cladding,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML12048A475).

5. Long-Term Cooling:

_ The current regulation in § 50.46(b)(5) requires that for long-term cooling the calculated
core temperature be maintained at an acceptably low value following any caiculated successful
initial operation of the ECCS. It also requires that decay heat be removed for the extended
period of time required by the IongQIived radioactivity remaining in the core.

The proposed rule would define a performance-based requirement to ensure acceptable fuel
performance during long-term cooling. Specifically, the proposed rule would require/g specified X
and NRC-ap_proved analytical limit on peak cladding temperature be established which%— #‘\oi’ A
corresponds to the measured ductile-to-brittle transition for the zirconium-based alloy cladding
material based upon an NRC-approved experimental technique. it would aiso require that the

calculated maximum fuel element temperature should not exceed the established analytical

limit.

C. Reporting Requirements

The ANPR identified the third objective of the rulemaking as the revision of the LOCA
reporting requirements. Specifically, the ANPR indicated that the NRC considered revising the
reporting criteria by redefining what constitutes a significant change or error in such a manner
as to make the reporting requirements dependent upon the margin between the acceptance
criteria limits and the calculated values of the respective parameters (i.e., PCT or CP-ECR).
After reviewing the public comments received, the NRC recognizes that the proposed reporting

requirements specified in the ANPR were complex, and might, as a result, promote

34



unnecessary burden or misinterpretation. As such, the reporting requirements of this proposed
rule would not incorporate a dependence on margin between the acceptance criteria and
calculated parameters.

The proposed rule would add a reporting requirement and definition of significant change
or error based on predicted changes in maximum local oxidation (i.e., ECR), reformat the
reporting section to clarify existing requirements, and add a reporting requirement based on

thact
periodic breakaway oxidation measurements. Any changes or errors wbich)ﬁ%long the
temperature transient may further challenge‘the integral time-at-temperature analytical limit;
however, they may not significantly change the predicted PCT. As such, this change or error
would not be captured in the reporting requirements. To improve the reporting and evaluation of
changes or errors of this tj/pe, the NRC would expand the definition of significant change or
error to include maximum local oxidation. The threshold for significant, 0.4 percent ECR would
be equivalent to a change in calculated ECR for a 50 °F change in cladding temperature.

The definition of a significant change or error (i.e., 50 °F PCT, 0.4 percent ECR) is
specific to zirconium-alloy cladding. A new definition of significant change or error may be
necessary for other cladding materials. In addition, the proposed rule would require the use of
maximum local oxidation (i.e., % ECR) to evaluate the impact of a change or error on the

.predicted integral time-at-temperature.

Reporting requirements with respect to any “change to or error discovered in an
NRC-approved evaluation model or in the application of such a model’ have been a source of
confusion. Two common misconceptions are: 1) baseline values when estimating a significant
change or error (i.e., greater than 50 °F), and 2) 30-day reporting including “a proposed
schedule for providing a reanalysis.” When estimating a significant change or error, the

proposed rule provides threshold values for both peak cladding temperature and local oxidation.
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The baseline predictions used to assess a significant change or error should be the peak
cladding temperature and maximum local oxidation values documented in a plant’s updated
final safety analysis report (UFSAR). These values should represent the latest LOCA analyses
1J«;4‘/\Ifr\ij_.v.ﬂ‘rﬁfere submitted and reviewed by the NRC staff as part of a license amendment request
(e.g., power uprate, fuel transition) as amended by prior annual reports. The following example
illustrates the NRC'’s position:

In 2007, a licensee submits new LOCA analyses as part of an extended power

uprate license amendment request with a predicted peak cladding temperature

(PCT) of 1900 °F and maximum local oxidation (MLO) of 2.4 percent ECR. The

2008 and 2009 annual reports identify no changes or errors. In 2010, two errors

in the evaluation model are discovered and documented in the annual report vﬁth

an estimated impact on PCT of +25 °F and -20 °F and estimated impact on MLO

of +0.08 percent ECR and -0.01 percent ECR. A 30-day notification was not

required since the estimated impact was below the threshold for significant. At

this point, the licensee should update the UFSAR, document the error

notification, and identify the baseline for judging future changes or errors as

1905 °F PCT and 2.5 percent ECR.

When a change to or error in an évaluation model is discovered, the licensee would be
responsible for estimating the magnitude of changes in predicted results to: 1) determine if
immediate steps are necessary to demonstrate compliance or bring plant design or operation
into compliance with § 50.46¢ requirements, and 2) identify reporting requirements. Under the
proposed rule, a licensee’s obligation to report and take corrective action varies depending upon

whether the licensee's situation falls into one of three possible scenarios, as described below:

1. Change, errb&.,or operation which%oes not result in any predicted responsemé

36



exceeds any acceptance criteria and is itself not significant.
The licensee must:

a. Submit an annual report documenting the change(s), error(s), or operation along
witr‘g\‘égfimated magnitudq\sof changes in predicted results.

'b. Revisc;:‘U SAR.

c. Use the UFSAR PCT/ECR predictions as a baseline for future evaluations.

et ‘ot~
2. Change, ern@)r operation whiet3does not result in any predicted response whiefr*—
exceeds any acceptance criteria but is significant.
The licensee must:

a. Submit a 30-day report documenting the change(s), error(s), or operation,
estimated magnitudé;\of changes in predicted results, and the schedule for
providing a new AOR. The NRC will review the new AOR.

b. ReviseALfF:'SAR to include new AOR.

c. Use the UFSAR PCT/ECR predictions as a baseline for the future evaluations.

3. Change, errcw)r operation Jmﬁc'o&éults in any prédicted response.te’éxceedn )
acceptance criteria.
The licensee must:

a. Take immediate actions to brinéj(%%nt into compliance with acceptance criteria.

b. Report the change, erro@r operation under §§ 50.55(e), 50.72, and 50.73, as
applicable.

c. Submit a 30-day report documenting the change(s), error(s), or operation,
estimated magnitudes\ of changés in predicted results, and the schedule for
providing a new AOR. The NRC will review the new AOR.

e .
d. Rewsei\UFSAR to include new AOR.
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e. Use the UFSAR PCT/ECR predictions as‘g}%aselinéfor l.bejfﬁre evaluations.

The proposed reporting paragraph (m) reflects reformatting of thé current reporting
provisions in order to separately identify these three scenarios and clarify their respective
requirements.

The proposed rule would also add the requirement to report results of breakaway
oxidation measurements to the NRC. The licensees would be required to measure breakaway
oxidation prior to each reload batch, and report the measurements within the calendar year
following the testing. The breakaway oxidation phenomenon is explained in detail in
sub-section B.3, “Breakway Oxidation” of this section, “Proposed Requifements for ECCS
Performance During LOCAs.” This reporting requirement would be specific to zirconium-alloy

cladding and may not be applicable to other cladding materials.

D. Consideration of PRM-50-84: Thermal Effects of Crud and Oxide Layers

Determination of PRM

This proposed rule would address issues réised in a PRM —;éié#"ﬁs submitted on
March 15, 2007, and docketed as PRM-50-84. The petition requests that the NRC conduct
rulemaking in three specific areas: |

1) Establish regulations that require licensees to operate light-water power reactors
under conditions that are effective in limiting the thickness of crud and/or oxide layers on
zirconium-clad fuel in order to ensure compliance with § 50.46(b) ECCS acceptance criteria;

2) Amend Appéndix K to Part 50 to explicitly require that the steady-state temperature
distribution and stored energy in the reactor fuel at the onset of the postulated LOCA be

calculated by factoring in the role that the thermal resistance of crud déposits and/or oxide

layers plays in increasing the stored energy in the fuel. (These requirements also need to apply
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to evaluate the effects of increased crud levels; therefore, detailed LOCA reanalysis may not be
required. In other cases, engineering judgment is used to determine that new analyses would
be performed to determine the effect the new crud conditions have on the final calculated
results. If unanticipated or unanalyzed levels of crud are discovered, then the licensee must
determine if correct consideration of crud levels would result in a reportable condition as
provided in the relevant reporting paragraphs. Should/\prlcsaposed rule be adopted in final form,
the NRC believes this regulatory approach to address crud and oxide accumulation during plant
operation would satisfactorily address the issues raised by the petitioner’s first request.

The formation of cladding crud and oxide layers is an expected cqndition at nuclear
power plants. Although the thickness of these layers is usually limited, the amount of
accumulated crud and oxidation varies from plant to plant and from one fuel cycle to another.
Intended or inadvertent changes to plant operational practices may result in unanticipated levels
of crud deposition. The NRC agrees with the petitioner (the petitioner’s second request) that
crud and/or oxide layers may directly increase the stored energy in reactor fuel by increasing
the thermal resistance of cladding-to-coolant heat transfer, and may aiso indirectly increase the
stored energy through an increase in the fuel rod internal pressure. As such, to ensure that
licensee ECCS models properly account for the thermal effects of crud and/or oxide layers that
have accumulated during operations at power, the proposed rule would add a requirement to
evaluate the thermal effects of crud and oxide layers that may have accumulated on the fuel
cladding during plant operation. If the NRC adopts the proposed rule in final form, then the
second request of PRM-50-84 would be resolved.

| The petitioner’s third request is for the NRC to establish a maximum aliowable
percentage of hydrogen_‘content in fuel. rod cladding. The purpose of this request is to prevent

embrittiement of fuel cladding during a LOCA. AIthough/t/he NRC has decided not to propose
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the specific rtjle language recommended by petitioner, the proposed new zirconium-specific
requirements, if adopted in final form, would address the petitioner’s third request by
considering cladding hydrogen content in the development of analytical limits on integral time at
temperature.

The NRC believes that this proposed rule addresses each of the three issues raised in
PRM-50-84. If the NRC adopts the proposed rule in final form, PRM-50-84 would be X

granted in part and resolved.

E. Implementation

The proposed rule would specify the date for compliance with the rule for éxisting

- operating license holders as well as holders of new reactor construction permits, combined
licenses, and applicants for standard design certifications. For existing operating nuclear power
reactors, this includes a staged schedule for implementation. The NRC has developed this
staged implementation to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of this migration toward the
new ECCS requirements for the existing operating fleet. As part of this plan, licensees have
been divided among three implementation tracks based upon existing margin to the revised
requirements and anticipated level of effort to demonstrate compliance. The purpose of the
staged implementation approach is to bring licensees into compliance as quickly as possible,
while accounting for: 1) differences between realistic and Appendix K LOCA models; and 2) the
level of effort and scope of analyses required for compliance. Table 1 provides an overview of
the implementation schedule for the existing fleet. Note that the compliance schedule
requirement represents the date that the licensee submits either the letter report or license
amendment request (as opposed to the date of NRC approval). The proposed track

assignments for every operating reactor is provided in Table 1 of proposed § 50.46¢c(0)(10).
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Table 1: Implementation Plan

implementation Basis Anticipated | Number of Plants Compliance
Track Level of BWR PWR Demonstration
Effort

1 All plants which Low 27 38 No later than 24
satisfy new months from
requirements effective date of
without new rule
analyses or model
revisions.

2 PWR plants using Medium 2 14 No iater than 48
realistic LBLOCA ' months from
models requiring effective date of
new analyses. rule
BWR/2 plants.

3 PWR plants using Medium - 6 17 No later than 60
Appendix K LB and High months from
SB models requiring . effective date of
new analyses. rule
BWR/3 plants.

To support the implementation of the proposed requirements on individual plant dockets,

fuel vendors would be encouraged to submit for NRC review alloy-specific hydrogen uptake

models and any LOCA model updates (e.g., incorporation of CP weight gain correlation) no later

than 12 months from the effective date of the final rule. Upon approval, these models and

methods could be used to demonstrate the ECCS performance against the new analytical limits.

For Track 1 plants which would not require new ECCS evaluations, licensees should

complete any necessary engineering calculations, update their plant UFSAR, and provide a

letter report to the NRC documenting compliance with § 50.46¢c. The NRC recognizes that to

demonstrate compliance, these plants would need to utilize newly-approved hydrogen uptake

models and integrate time at temperature using the CP weight gaih correlation (for Appendix K

models).

HheX

For any plant whieffwould require a new ECCS evaluation, including adopting a
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Vcracormi/\ A

previously abproved realistic evaluation model,%xisting evaluation modei,ﬁnew X
perfermin, o~ of aKina Uharses o o

LOCA break spectrum analysis,\multiple rod survey (e.g., BU — rod power tradeoff),}\tech%'-ical b X
specification or core operating limit report (COLRMcensees would need to submit the X
new LOCA AOR and, where applicable, a license amendment request updating/COLR list of X
approved methods.

The NRC has developéd a phased implementation approach for applicants and holders
of standard design approvals, design certifications, combined operating licensewnd X
manufacturing licenses granted under Part 52.

The proposed implementation plan for reactors approved under Part 52 would allow the
applicant for a design certification, staridard dgsign approval, or manufacturing license either
submitted t@or docketed béthe NRC prior to the effective date of the rule, to come into )(
compliance with the rule at the time of any application for renewal.

An applicant for a design certification, standard design approval, or manufacturing
- license submitted or docketed after the effective date of the rule must comply with the provisions
of the rule. |

The holder of a combined license granted prior to the effective date of the rule would be
permitted to operate the plant for one fuel cycle before demonstrating compliance with the rule.
Doing so would permit adequate time to sdbmit demonstration of compliance with the rule prior
to achieving fuel burnup for which the cladding limitations are imposed by the rule. In this case
the holder of the combined operating license would be required to remain in compliance with the
ECCS performance acceptance criteria in place at the t_ime the combined operating license was
granted.

Applicants for combined licenses docketed after the effective date of the rule must

comply with the provisions of the rule.
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The proposed rule reflects the NRC'’s determination that reactor designs reviewed and
approved under Part 52 should have the same constraints as the reactors operating under Part
50 with respect to development, submittal and approval of ECCS performance models
necessary to demonstrate compliance with this rule. Alloy-specific hydrogen uptake models and
all ECCS performance model updates would be expected to be submitted in a timely manner for
NRC review and approval so that demonstration of the ECCS performance with respect to the
analytical limits would not impact plant operation more than is necessary.

The proposed rule also reflects the NRC’s expectation that, for new reactors licensed to
operate prior to the effective date of the rule, operationKa';t‘ least the initial fuel cycle using fuel
whiefPhas not been analyzed under the proposed rule’s provisions accounting for burn-up
effects/cﬁaes not present an adequate protection concern. During the initial fuel cycle, the NRC
believes that burn-up effects wouid not be limiting, and the current ECCS rule’s acceptance
criteria are sufficient during the initial fuel cycle to provide reasonable assurance of adequate

protection with respect to overall ECCS performance.

VI. Section-by-Section Analysis
The organization and CFR designations of the NRC'’s requirements governing
emergency core cooling (currently in § 50.46) and reactor cooling venting systems (curréntly in
§ 50.46a) are expected to change. These changes would result from:

1) The current schedule for Commission serial adoption of two rulemakings: i) the
finalization of the proposed rule on risk-informed changes to ECCS systems, currently
referred to as the § 50.46a fulemaking, followed by; ii) the finalization of this proposed
rule on performance-based changes to ECCS requirements and cladding acceptance

criteria, currently referred to as the § 50.46¢ rulemaking;
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2) The proposed schedule for implementation of these rules; and

3) The need to maintain current requirements in place for those reactors m have not
transitioned to the new requirements under the implementation schedule to be specified
in the final rule.

The following table shows how the organization and CFR designation of these rules will
evolve, if the NRC sequentially adopts the two final rules‘r',) and licensees complete
implementation of the alternate cladding requirements. The NRC notes that, in an SRM dated
April 26, 2012 (ADAMS Accession No. ML12117A121), the Commission approved the NRC
staff’s request to withdraw SECY-10-0161, “Risk-Informed Changes to Loss-of-Coolant Accident
Technical Requirements (10 CFR 50.46a),” from Commission consideration (ADAMS Accession
No. ML121500380). The NRC does not plan to publish a notice in the Federal Register
withdrawing the § 50.46a proposed rule. The NRC staff plans to resubmit the draft final rule for
Commission consideration in conjunction with the Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 1

activities. Therefore, the § 50.46a rulemaking still may be finalized before the § 50.46¢

rulemaking, as assumed in the following table.

X

Existing NRC Rulemaking and implementation Activities
R?,“;:::;%“ﬁe::‘d Adoption of Final Risk- | Initial Codification of End of phased
Requlati informed ECCS Final Performance-Based | implementation period
gulations Requi Fuel Claddi for perf -based
(Bolded rules are quirements vel Cladding ‘or performance-base
. (§ 50.46a) Requirements cladding requirements
currently in effect)
§ 50.46 ECCS § 50.46 ECCS .| §50.46 ECCS Acceptance | § 50.46 ECCS Acceptance
Acceptance Criteria Acceptance Criteria Criteria Criteria
(unchanged) (unchanged) (see discussion for
§ 50.46¢ under this
column)
Risk-Informed ECCS § 50.46a Risk-Informed § 50.46a Risk-Informed § 50.46a Risk-Informed
Requirements ECCS Requirements . | ECCS Requirements ECCS Requirements
(currently designated '
in final rulemaking
package as § 50.46a)
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NA : NA
§ 50.46a Reactor Coolant | Redesignated as § 50.46b | (Redesignation as (Redesignation as
Venting Systems . § 50.46b completed) § 50.46b completed)
Performance-based ECCS NA § 50.46¢c Altemnate Fuel NA
and Cladding Cladding Requirements (administrative rulemaking
Requirements would: (i) remove
currently designated superseded fuel cladding
in draft proposed requirernents in § 50.46;
rulemaking package and (i) redesignate
as § 50.46¢ § 50.46¢c as § 50.46.)

A. Section 50.46c - Heading
A new section, § 50.46¢, would be created in 10 CFR Part 50 by this rulemaking. The
heading of § 50.46¢ would be “Emergency core cooling system performance during loss-

of-coolant accidents.”

B. Section 50.46c(a) - Applicability

Paragraph (a) would define the applicability of the proposed ruI@which remains limited
to LWR;,’Sbut would be expanded beyond fuel designs consisting of uranium oxide pellets within
cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO™ cladding. The proposed rule would also be applicable to
applicants for and holders of construction permits, operating licenses, combined licenses, and
standard design apprévals, and also to applicants for certified designs and for manufacturing

licenses.

C. Section 50.46c(b) - Definitions
Paragraph (b) would provide definitions for terms used in this section. The definitions of
Loss-of-coolant accident and Evaluation model would remain unchanged from those currently

located in § 50.46(c)(1) and (c)(2), respectively.
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191. Demonstration of consideration of such factors may also be achieved through analytical
models that adequately represent the empirical data obtained regarding debris deposition.

In addition, paragraph (d)(2)(iv) of the proposed rule would specifically requ.ire that
ECCS performance be demonstréted for both the accident/ and the post-accident recovery and
fecirculation period.

Péragraph (d)(2)(v) would require that the ECCS model '%ddress the fuel system
modeling requirements in paragraph (g)(2) if the_reactor uses uranium oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium oxide pellets within zirconium cladding (e.g., currently operating reactors).

Paragraph (d)(3) would provide the evaluation model documentation reduirements
currently provided in Appendix K, Section II, “Required Documentation.”

Paragraphs (e) and (f) would be added to reserve rulemaking space for future

amendments to § 50.46c¢.

F. Section 50.46¢c(g) — Fuel system designs: uranium oxide or mixed uranium-
plutonium oxide pellets within cylindrical zirconium-alloy cladding

This section would be added to set forth fuel design specific analytical limits and
performance-based requirements by which to judge the overall ECCS performance in
accordance with paragraph (d)(1) for LWRs using uranium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium
oxide pellets within cylindrical zirconium alloy cladding. The fuel performance criteria in
paragraph (g)(1) and fuel system modeling requirements in paragraph (g)(2) are based on the
established degradation mechanisms and performance objectives for this specific fuel type.

Paragraph (g)(1)(i) would establish an analytical limit on peak cladding temperature to
avoid cladding embrittiement, high temperature failure modes, and run-away exothermic

oxidation. Except as calculated in paragraph (g)(1)(ii), the calculated maximum fuel element
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cladding temperature should not exceed 2200 °F. This requirement remains unchanged from
the current requirement at § 50.46(b)(1).

Paragraph (g)(1)(ii) would require that the zirconium alloy cladding maintains sufficient
post-quench ductility in order to avoid gross failure. This requirement replaces the current
prescriptive analytical limit, 17 percent ECR, in § 50.46(b)(2).

Paragraph (g)(1)(iii) would be added to establish a performance-based requirement to
preclude breakaway oxidation in order to avoid cladding embrittiement and gross failure.
Breakaway oxidation is a new requirement rélative to § 50.46(b). -

Paragraph '(g)(1)(iv) would establish an analytical limit on maximum hydrogen generation
to avoid an explosive concentration of hydrogen gas. This requirement would be the same as
that of the current regulation in § 50.46(b)(3).

Paragraph (g)(1)(v) would be added to establish a performance-based requirement to
ensure acceptable fuel performance during long-term cooling. This pérformance requirement is
consistent with the current requiremen_t to “maintain the calculatéd core temperature at an
acceptably low value” located in § 50.46(b)(5). it are mesol .

Paragraph (g)(2) would establish fuel design specific modeling requirements -recessary-A— X
in addition to the generic ECCS evaluation model requirements in paragraph (d)(2). Paragraph
(9)(2)(i) would require consideration of oxygen diffusion from the cladding inside surface. This
would be a new evaluation model requirement.

Paragraph (g)(2)(ii) would be added to include a requirement to evaluate the thermal

effects of crud and oxide layers that may have accumulated on the fuel cladding during plant

operation.
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Paragraphs (h) through (j) would be added to reserve rulemaking space for future
amendments to § 50.46c¢, including any changes that stem from using newly designed fuel and

cladding materials.

G. Section 50.46c(k) — Use of NRC-approved fuel in reactor.
c‘“l
Paragraph (k) would prohibit licensees from loading fuel into a reactor, or operate the )(
reactor, unless the licensee either determines that the fuel meets the requirements in paragraph

(d), or complies with technical specifications governing lead test assemblies in its license.

H. Section 50.46¢(l) - Authority to impose restrictions on operation.

Paragraph (1) would provide that the Director of the Ofﬁpe of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
or the Director of the Office of New Reactors may impose restrictions on reactor operation if it is
found that the evaluations of ECCS cooling performance submitted are not consistent with the
requirements of this section. The authority to impose restrictions would be expanded, relative to
the authority currently granted in § 50.46(a)(2), to address licenses issued under

10 CFR Part 52.

l. Section 50.46c(m) - Reponing.

Paragraph (m)(1) would establish required action and reporting requirements if a
licensee identifies any change@vr erro evaluation model or the application of such a )O
model, or any operation inconsistent with the evaluation model. For clarity, this paragraph was
divided into three categories of changes or errors, each with its own proposed actions and
reporting. These requirements are unchanged from the current § 50.46(a)(3), with the

exception of conforming to analytical limits established in the proposed rule.
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Paragraph-{m)(1)(i) would establish required action and reporting requirements if a

licensee identifies any change t@Jr error i@n evaluation model or the application of such a
model, or any operation inconsistent with the evaluation mode@v%oes not result in any
predicted response whictfexceeds any acceptance criteria and is itself not significant.

Paragraph (m)(1)(ii) wouid establish req.uired action and reporting requirements if a
licensee identifies any change t%yr error iban evaluation model or the application of such a
model, or any operation inconsistent with the evaluation mod oes not result in any
predicted responsecheeds any acceptance criteria but is significant (as defined in
paragraph (m)(2)).

Paragraph (m)(1)(iii) would establish required action and reporting requirements for a
licensee who identifies any change tw)r error iﬁ?n evaluation model.

Paragraph (m)(1)(iv) would require an amendment to-tﬁédesign certification application
reflecting any reanalysis required by paragraph (m)(1)(ii) or (m)(1)(iii;°be submitted by the
applicant in concert with the reanalysis.

Paragraph (m)(2) would be added to provide the definition of a significant change or
error. The definition would be expanded, relative to the 50 °F change in calculated peak
cladding temperature in § 50.46(a)(3)(i), to include a 0.4 percent ECR change in calculated
cladding oxidation. _

Paragraph (m)(3) would require the onset of breakaway oxidation to be measured for
each reload batch, and would require any changes in the time to the onset of breakaway
oxidation to be assessed against the integral time and to be reported annually. This would be a
new reporting requirement.

Paragraph (n) would be added to reserve rulemaking space for future amendments to

§ 50.46¢.
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Similar to the requirements of paragraph (0)(5), such applicants will have had ample time
necessary to comply with the provisions of the rule.

Paragraph (0)(7) would require standard design certifications, standard design
approvals, and manufacturing licenses, along with new branches of certifications {‘under Part 52
whose applications are pending as of the effective date of the rule to comply with § 50.46¢ no
later than the time of renewal. Those entities that are in the approval process at the time the rule
becomes effective will be required to comply at time of renewal. This will provide ample time to
develop and receive approval for the methodologies necessary to comply with the rule.
Paragraph (0)(8) would require combined licenses under.Part 52 that are docketed after the
effective date of the rule to comply with the provisions of the rule.

Paragraph (0)(9) would require applications for combined licenses under Part 52 that are
docketed or issued after the effective date of the rule to comply with § 50.46¢ no later tha_n
completion of the first fueling outage after the initial fuel load. Those entities whish’are ant
combined licenses prior to the effective date of the rule must comply with the rule no later than

the first refueling outage after initial fuel load. This affords those entities ample time to develop

and submit the necessary methodologies.

K. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K ECCS evaluation models.
In Appendix K, a new paragraph 1.6 would be added to clarify that, for those entities that
have implemented § 50.46¢c, the requirements for documentation are located within

§ 50.46¢(d)(3).

L. Redesignation of Venting Requirements in Section 50.46a

This proposed rule would redesignate the current § 50.46a, “Acceptance criteria for
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reactor coolant system venting systems,” as proposed § 50.46b. A new section 50.46a would
be added and reserved for future use as the rulemaking to provide a risk-informed alternative to

the LOCA technical requirements.

M. Conforming changes throughout 10 CFR Parts 50 and 52

Several administrative changes would be made throughout 10 CFR Parts 50 and 52 in
order to conform with the proposed rule and proposed redesignation of the venting requirements
in current § 50.46a. Section 50.8 would be amended to add the proposed rule to the list of
approved information collections. Where §§ 50.34(a)(4),.50.34(b)(4), 52.47(a)(4), 52.79(a)(5),
52.137(a)(4), and 52.157(f)(1) refer to § 50.46,_ the proposed rule would add “and § 50.46¢, as
applicable.” Where §§ 50.34(a)(4), 52.47(a)(4), 52.79(a)(5), 52.137(a)(4), and 52.157(f)(1) refer

to § 50.464a, the proposed rule would instead refer to § 50.46b.

VIl. Specific Request for Comments on the Proposed Rule

In addition to the general opportunity to submit comments on the proposed rule, the
NRC also requests comments on the following questions:

NRC Question 1. To address the breakaway oxidation phenomenon, the NRC proposes
to add a performance-based requirement in § 50.46c(g)(1)(iii) that the licensee measure the
onset of breakaway oxidation periodically on manufactured cladding material and # report any X
changes in the onset of breakaway oxidation at least annually. This requirement, along with a
periodic test requirement (defined as each reload batt:h in the proposed rule language), would
confirm that slight composition changes or manufacturing changes have not inadvertently
altered the cladding’s susceptibility to breakaway.oxidation. The NRC is considering adopting,

as a final rule, a requirement that each licensee measure breakaway oxidation behavior for
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each re-load batch. The NRC requests specific comment on the type of data reported and the
proposed frequency of required testing. The objective of periodic testing is to preventcL ected
fuel from being loaded into a reactor. At the same time, the objective is to do so without adding
ineffective and unnecessary burden. Therefore, other sampling approaches may be more
effective. For example, should the licensee be required to report data reIeQant solely to their
reload fuel batch or should the licensee be able to report representative data based on periodic
testing (e.g., test every 10,000 rods, tubing lot, or ingot) of the same zirconium-based alloy
cladding compiled during the period from the last report// ,Z

NRC Question 2. The NRC is proposing, in § 50.46¢(0), a staged implementation plan
for the proposed rule. As part of this plan, Iicensees have been divided among three
implementation tracks based upon existing margin to the revised requirements and anticipated
level of effort to demonstrate compliance. The NRC requests specific comment on the staged
- implementation plan, track assignments, or alternative means to implement the requirements of
the proposed rule. |

NRC Question 3. The NRC is proposing, in § 50.46c(0)(5) through (8), an
implementation approach wb%es into account various combinations of design certification,
stahdard design approvals, manufacturing Iicense@nd combined operating Iicensq‘iand their
status in relation to the effective date of the rule. The prc;posed implementation plan for new
reactors would allow the applicant for a design certification, standard design approval, and
manufgcturing license under review at the time of the effective date of the rule to come into
compliance with the rule at time of renewal. The holder of a combined operating license issued
prior to the effective date of the rule would be permitted to operate the plant for onev fuel cycle
before coming into compliance with the rule. Thus, the NRC is proposing to recognize that ﬁew

reactors may operate for the initial fuel cycle with fuel for which the burnup effects being

55



o

accounted for in the rule would not be a consideration. Applications for design certifications,
standard design approvals, manufacturing licenses and combined licenses submitted after the
effective date of the rule would be expected to be in compliance with the rule at the time of
approval.

The NRC is requesting input regarding this implementation proposal and if there is a
simpler approach that could be taken.

NRC Question 4. Paragraph (g)(1){(v) of the proposed rule would require that a specified
and NRC-approved limit on long-term peak é:ladding temperature be established which
preserves a measure of cladding ductility throughout the period of long term demonstration
(e.g., 30 days). The current regu|atio?\vA§ 50.46(b)(5) stipulates that long-term temperature be
maintained “at an acceptably low value.” The proposed rule would define the
performance-based metric to judge an acceptably low temperature. Ductility is a favorable
material property and its preservétion provides a degree of assurance that the fuel rods will
maintain their coolable bundie array. The NRC is requesting input regarding this performance
objective to determine if this is the most suitable performance-based metric to demonstrate
long-term cladding performance.

Alternatively, the proposed rule could establish an analytical limit of long-term fuel rod
cladding temperature related to observed corrosion behavior. For example, the Pressurized
Water Reactor Owners Group (PWROG) has applied as a long-term core cooling acéeptance
criterion that the cladding temperature be maintained below 800 °F. Doing so will ensure that
additional corrosion and hydrogen pickup over a 30-day period will not significantly affect
ciadding properties. Topical Report (TR) WCAP-16793-NP, Revision 1, "Evaluation of
Long-Term Cooling Considering Particulate, Fibrous and Chemical Debris in the Recirculating

Fluid," Appendix A (ADAMS Accession No. ML091 190484). The NRC seeks comment on this
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acceptance criterion and if there is justification for a different temperature limit.

NRC Question 5. The NRC is considering the cumulative effects of regulation (CER) as
it relates to this rulemaking. The CER consists of the challenges licensees face in addressing
the implementation of new regulatory positions, programs, and requirements (e.g., rulemaking,
guidance, generic letters, backfits, inspections). The CER stems from the total burden imposed
on licensees by the NRC from simultaneous or consecutive regulatory actions that can
adversely affect the Iic;nsee’s capability to implement those requirements while continuing to
operate or construct its facility in a safe and secure manner.

During the development of this proposed rulemaking, the NRC engage_d external
stakeholders through multiple public meetings,f an ANPR, and public comments. Additionally,
the proposed rule would establish a staged implementation p_la®which reduces overall
implementation burden on licensees.

With regard to CER, the NRC requests specific comment on the proposed rule's
implementation schedule in light of any existing CER challenges)@%peciﬂcally:

a. Does the proposed rule’s effective date, compliance date, or submittal dates provide
sufficient time to implement the new proposed requirement?)j’ncluding changes to programs,
procedures, and the facility, in light of any ongoing CER challenges?

b. If there are ongoing CER challehges, what do you suggest as a means to address
this situation (e.g., if more time is required for implementation of the new requirements, what
time period is sufficient)?

c. Are there unintended consequences (e.g., does the proposed rule create conditions
that would be contrary to the proposed rule's purpose and objectives)? If so, what are the
unintended consequences? Please comment on the NRC's cost and benefit estimates in the

proposed rule regulatory analysis. Specifically, please comment on the vendor hydrogen
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TR WCAP 16793-NP, Revision 1, “Evaluation of Long- X ML091190484
Term Cooling Considering Particulate, Fibrous, and

Chemical Debris in the Recirculating Fluid,” Appendix

A

PWROG ECCS Analysis Report X ML11139A309
BWROG ECCS Analysis Report X ML111950139
ECCS Audit Report X ML12041A078
Supplement to RIL-0801, “Technical Basis for Revision | X ML113050484
of Embrittiement Criteria in 10 CFR 50.464—~ '

NUREG-2119, “Mechanical Behavior of Ballooned and X ML12048A475 |
Ruptured Cladding”

§ 50.46¢ and PRM-50-71 Comment Response X ML112520303
Document

Regulatory Analysis X ML112520277
Proposed Rule Information Collection Analysis X ML112520328
Draft Regulatory Guide 1261, “Conducting Periodic X ML 110840089
Testing for Breakaway Oxidation Behavior”

Draft Regulatory Guide 1262, “Testing for Post X ML110840283
Quench Ductility” ‘

Draft Regulatory Guide 1263, “Establishing Analytical X ML110871607
Limits for Zirconium-Based Alloy Cladding”

Request to Withdraw 50.46a from Commission X | ML121500380
Consideration

Staff Requirements — SECY-10-0161 — Final Rule: X ML12117A121

Risk-Informed Changes to Loss-of-Coolant Accident
Technical Requirements (10 CFR 50.46a) (RIN 3150-
AH29)

X. Criminal Penalties
For the purposes of Section 223 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (AEA),
the NRC is issuing the proposed rule to amend § 50.46 under one or more sections of 161b,
161i, or 1610 of the AEA. WIiliful violations of the rule would be subject to criminal enforcement.

Criminal penalties, as they apply to regulations in Part Wre discussed in § 50.111.

Xi. Agreement State Compatibility

Under the Policy Statement on Adequacy and Compatibility of Agreement States
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Programs, approved by the Commission on June 20, 1997, and published in the FR

(62 FR 46517; September 3, 1997), this rule is classified as compatibility ANRC.

Compatibility is not-required for Category ANRC regulations. The NRC program elements in
this category are those that relate directly to areas of regulation reserved to the NRC by the
AEA or the provisions of Title 10 of the CFR, and although an Agreement State may not adopt

program elements reserved to the NRC, it may wish to inform its licensg@s, of certain

requirements via a mechanism that is consistent with the particular Stales administrative

procedure laws, but does not confer regulatory authority on the State.

XIl. Plain Language

The Plain Writing Act of 2010 (Pub. L. 111-274) requires Federal agencies to write
documents in a clear, concise, weli-organized manner that also follows other best practices
appropriate to the subject or field and the intended audience. Although regulations are exempt
under the act, the NRC is applying the same principles to its rulemaking documents. Therefore,
the NRC has written this document, including the proposed new and amended rule language, to
be consistent with the Plain Writing Act. In addition, where existing rule language must be
changed, the NRC has rewritten that language to improve its organization and readability. The
NRC requests comment on the proposed rule specifically with respect to the clarity and
effectiveness of the language used. Comments should be sent to the NRC as explained in the

ADDRESSES section of this document.

XIll. Voluntary Consensus Standards
The National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995, Pub. L. 104-113,

requires that Federal agencies use technical standards that are developed or adopted by
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always ensure post-quench ductility (PQD). Further, the proposed amendment would expand
the applicability of § 50.46 to all fuel design and fuel cladding materials. In addition, this
proposed rule would address the issues raised in two PRMs (docketed as PRM-50-71 and

PRM-50-84).

The Need for Action:

The proposed action is needed in response to recent research into the behavior of fuel
cladding under LOCA conditions. This research, as discussed in Section Il, “Background” of the
statements of consideration for this proposed rule, indicated that the current combination of
peak cladding temperature (2200 °F (1204 °C)) and local cladding oxidation criteria do not
always ensure post-quench ductility (PQD). The research also identified previously unknown
embrittlement mechanisms. The proposed action would replace the limits on peak cladding
temperature and local oxidation with specific cladding performance requirements and
acceptance criteria _uf’bkb{%f{sure that an adequate level of cladding ductility is maintained
throughout the postulated LOCA.

The proposal to expand applicability to all light-water nuclear power reactors, regardiess
of fuel design or cladding material used, will allow for the development and use of cladding
materials other than zircaloy and ZIRLOTM._ .Under the current § 50.46, licensees that use
different types of cladding material are required to request NRC approval for an exemption from
the rule, in accordance with § 50.12.

Lastly, the proposed rule would require licensees to take into account the deposition of

crud on the fuel cladding during plant operation. This change addresses PRM 50-84.
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Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action:

Ao
This environmental assessment focuses on those aspects of the proposed rulemaking in—~

which the revised requirements could potentially affect the environment. The NRC has
concluded that there will be no significant radiological environmental impacts associated with
the implementation of the proposed rule requirements for the following reasons:

1) The proposed amendments to the ECCS requirements of § 50.46¢ are unrelated to
the integrity of reactor coolant system piping whose sudden failure would initiate a LOCA.
Therefore, the proposed rule does not affect the probability of an accident.

2) The proposed amendments to the Part 50 ECCS requirements are unrelated to the
systems, structurq@nd componentswmcwﬁﬁjitigate the consequences of a LOCA. These
proposed amendments, if approved, wouid revise and expand the performance requirements for
which the ECCS response is judged. With these enhancements, the reactor core would remain
coolable. Therefore, the consequences of a postulated LOCA are not changed by the proposed
rule.

3) The proposed amendments to the Part 50 ECCS requirements would not impact a
facility's release of radiological effluents during and following a bostulated LOCA. Therefore,
the rule does not affect the amount of effluent released as a result of a possible accident.

This proposed rulemaking would amend calculated evaluation models used to assess
the emergency core cooling system’s response to a postulated LOCA. The rulemaking would
not affect any other procédures used to operate the plant, nor alter the plant's geometry or
construction. Further, the proposed amendments would ensure post quench duciility and core
coolability following a postulated LOCA, and as such, would not affect the dose to any plant
workers following postulated accidents. Similarly, dose to any individual member of the public

would not be affected.
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For the reasons discussed, the action will not significantly increase the probability or
consequences of accidents, nor résult in changes being made in the types of any effluents that
may be released off-site, and there would be no increase in occupational or public radiation
exposure.

With regard to potential nonradiological impacts, the proposed rule would have no
significant impact on the environment. The proposed rule to revise and expand the ECCS
performance requirements would be applied by an NRC nuclear reactor power plant licensee to
the restricted area of its facility only, and in many cases would not result in any physical
changes to the plant. Restricted areas of nuclear power plants are industrial portions of the
facility constructed upon previously disturbed land, to which access is limited to authorized
personnel. As such, it is extremely unlikely that the proposed amendments, if approved, would
create any significant impact on any aquatic or terrestrial habitat in the vicinity of the plant, or to
any threatened, endangered, or protected species under the Endangered Species Act, or have
any impacts to essential fish habitat covered by the Magnuson-Steven's Act. Similarly, it is
extremely unlikely that there will be any impacts to socioeconomic, or to historic properties and
cultural resources.

The proposed amendments would not affect the facility, structures, systen@and X
components (SSCs) or operator actions. Therefore, there would be no significant
nonradiologicél environmental impacts associated with the proposed action.

Licensee compliance with the proposed amendments would require an additional license
amendment. A National Environmental Policy Act ana_lysis would be conducted for each

licensee-specific license amendment review.
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An estimate of the number of annual responses: 301
The estimated number of annual respondents: 71 during the first three years of implementation;
a total of 115 will bé impacted by the rule.

An estimate of the total number of hours needed annually to complete the requirement or

request: 47,858 hours (48,058 hours reporting and -200 hours recordkeeping) X
Abstract: resul +.'u34\«m e I i/m,'n:o.L 14 *ﬂ’\e need
for exemdfi ons

The NRC is proposing to amend its regulations to revise the acceptance criteria for the
emergency core cooling system (ECCS) for light-water nuclear power reactors as currently
required by 10 CFR Part 50. The rule would establishv a five-year staged implementation
approach to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the migration to the new ECC
requirements. As the first step, vendors will develop, and submit to the NRC for review via
topical reports, hydrogen pickup model@nd LOCA model updates. The vendors would aiso X
- obtain post-quench ductility (PQD) analytical methods by either selecting analytical limits
provided in a regulatory guide, using an NRC-approved experimental approach, or using an
experimental approach developed by the vendor. Those PQD limits developed via an
experimental method would be submitted to the NRC via a topical report. The vendors would
also perform long-term cooling tests to determine Iong/(term cooling Iimiﬁfor each of the nine
cladding alloys. In addition, vendors would perform initial breakaway testing. The licensees
would report the initial breakaway results to the NRC via their license amendment request.
Those licensees that meet the new requirements without new analyses or model revisions
would complete any necessary engineering calculations, update their plant UFSAR, and provide
a letter report to the NRC documenting compliance. Those licensees%ould require new X
analyses or model revisions to demonstrate compliance would be required to submit a new

LOCA analysis of record. The rule would also require licensees to conduct periodic breakaway
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testing, and include those results in the yearly ECCS report. Lastly, the rule would add a
requirement to report errors in ECR to the NRC. This would be submitted within the same
yearly ECCS report.

The NRC is seeking public comment on the potential impact of the information

collections contained in this proposed rule{er—prepesed-aoﬁeys%a&emenﬁgéﬁd on the following

issues:

1. Is the proposed information collection necessary fdr the proper performance of the
functions of the NRC, including whetﬁer the information will have practical utility?

2. s the estimate of burden accurate?

3. Is there a way to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be
collected?

4. How can the burden of the information collection be minimized, including the use of
automated collection techniques?

The public may examine and have copied, for a fee, publicly available documents,
including the draft supporting statement, at the NRC'’s Public Document Room, One White Flint
North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Room O-1 F21, Rockville, Maryland, 20852. OMB clearance
requests are available at thé NRC worldwide Web site; http.//www.nrc.gov/public-involve/doc-
comment/omb/index.html. The document will be available on the NRC home page site for 60
days after the signature date of this notice.

Send comments on any aspect of these proposed information collections, including
suggestions for reducing the burden and on the previously stated issues, by [INSERT DATE 30
DAYS AFTER PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER] to the Information Services

Branch (T 5 F53), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, or by
internet electronic mail to INFOCOLLECTS Resource@nrc.gov and to the Desk Officer, Chad
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entities” set forth in the Regulatory Flexibility Act or the size standards established by the NRC

(§ 2.810).

XVIil. Backfitting and Issue Finality

Proposed 10 CFR 50.46¢ Rule

The proposed rule, 10 CFR 50.46¢, would apply to current nuclear power plant
licensees (including holders of renewed licenses). The proposed rule would apply to all current
and future applicants for combined licenses under Part 52 regardless of fuel design or cladding
material, including all current and future applicants for combined Iicénses under Part 52 that
reference one of the existing standard design certification rules in Part 52, Appendice; A
through D. The proposed rule would apply to all current and future applicants for LWR standard
design certification rules under Part 52. Finally, the proposed rule would apply to all future
applicants for manufacturing licenses under Part 52 (there are no current applicants or holders
of manufacturing licenses). Each of these classes of licenses and regulatory approvals is

discussed in the following sections.

Operating Licenses

With respect to current nuclear power plant licensees, the NRC assumes that imposition
of the proposed rule would constitute backfitting as defined in § 50.109(a)(1). However, the
NRC believes that the proposed rule must be imposed upon current nuclear power plant
licensees in order to ensure adequate protection to the public health and safety bm fh
level of protection (i.e., reasonable assurance of adequate protection) which therr:lels&:::ght
would be achieved (throughout the entire term of licensed operation) by the current rule.

Therefore, the NRC has determined that the proposed rufe is necessary to ensure that the
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facility provides adequate protection to the health and safety of the public, and that a backfit
analysis as described in §§ 50.109(a)(3) and (b) need not be prepar@under the exceptionin X
§ 50.109(a)(4)(ii).

Imposing the redefinition of fuel cladding acceptance criteria on current nuclear power
plant licensees is justified under the provisions of § 50.109(a)(4)(ii) as the requirements of the
proposed ruie a.re necessary to ensure adequate protection to the public health and safety by

WWat level of protection (i.e., reasonable assurance of adequate protection) which the X

N ért;'noou:;ht would be achieved (throughout the entire term of licensed operation) by the X
current rule.

Information developed through the NRC's high burnup fuel research program has
identified that the current criterion for preventing fuel cladding embrittlement may not be
adeq:zqatg{zt%ﬁ?sure the health and safety of the public. As discussed in Sections Il and V of this X
Statement of Considerations, zirconium-based alloy fuel cladding materials may be subject to
embrittlement at a lower combination of temperature and level of oxygen absorption (17
percent) than currently allowed under § 50.46(b)(1) due to absorption of hydrogen during normal
operation. The proposed rule would correct those limits initially established to prevent
embrittiement of zirconium-based alloy cladding material based on the new research
information. In addition, the research work has identified new phenomena, such as breakaway
oxidation and oxygen diffusion from the cladding inside surfaces, which are believed to further
adversely affect the fﬁel cladding embrittiement process. Thus, post quench ductility (which is

necessary to ensure coolable core geometry)® is not guaranteed following a postulated LOCA.

®The Commission concluded, as part of the 1973 Emergency Core Cooling System rulemaking, that
retention of ductility in the zircaloy cladding materiai was determined to be the best guarantee of its
remaining intact during the hypothetical loss-of-coolant accident, thereby maintaining a coolable core
geometry. See Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core Cooling Systems for Light-Water-Cooled
Nuclear Power Reactors, CLI-73-39, at page 1098 (December 28, 1973). -

73



The proposed rule would establish new requirements for zirconium-based alioys to prevent
breakaway oxidation and account for oxygen diffusion from the oxide fuel pellet during the
operating life of the fuel. In sum, the NRC believes that imposing the requirements of the

. _ . €Asure thot
proposed rule is necessary to prevent embrittiement of fuel cladding and toAfeslere}ﬁe rule to<_

medn + o UN ) .
—the-level-of Teasonable assurance of adequate protection to public health and safety.

Combined License Applicants

Imposing the requirements of the proposed rule on current and future applicants for
combined licenses under Subpart C of Part 52 would not.constitute backfitting. Neither the
Backfit Rule nor the finality provisions for combined licenses in §§ 52.83 or 52.98 protect either
a current or prospective applicant for a combined license from changes in the NRC rules and
regulations. The NRC has long adopted the position that the Backfit Rule does not protect
current or prospective applicants from changes in NRC requirements or guidance because the
policies undeﬂying the Backfit Rule Aare largely inapplicable in the context of a current or future

application. This position also applies to each of the issue finality provisions in Part 52.

Standard Design Certifications

Imposing the requirements of the proposed rule on current and future applicants for
standard design certification rules would not constitute backfitting. Neither the Backfit Rule nor
the finality provisions for final design certification rules in § 52.63 protect either a current or
prospective applicant for a standard design certification rule from changes in the NRC rules and

regulations.
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Manufacturing Licenses

Imposing the requirements of the proposed rule on future applicants for manufacturing
licenses would not constitute backfitting. The NRC has not issued any manufacturing licenses
under Part 52, and neither the Backfit Rule nor the finality provisions for manufacturing licenses
in § 52.171 protect a prospective manufacturing applicant from changes in the NRC rules and

regulations.

Draft Regulatory Guides

The NRC is issuing, for public comment, three draft regulatory guideswhieh'&_o/uld
support implementation of § 50.46¢c. These draft regulatory guides are DG-1261, “Conducting
Periodic Testing for Breakaway Oxidation Behavior,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110840089),
DG-1262, “Testing for Post Quench Ductility,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110840283), and
DG-1263, “Establishing Analytical Limits for Zirconium-Based Alloy Cladding” (ADAMS
Accession No. ML110871607). The draft regulatory guides provide guidance on compliance
with those proposed new réquirements for ECCS not contained in the current ECCS rule,
10 CFR 50.46.

The first issuance of new guidance on a new rule provision* does not constitute

_“The NRC notes that while the proposed 10 CFR 50.46c includes both “amended” requirements and
“new” requirements, the three regulatory guides only provide “new” guidance on “new” § 50.46¢
requirements. By “new” requirements, the NRC means that these requirements have no analogue in the
current ECCS rule. For example, the proposed § 50.46¢(g)(1)((iii) criterion on breakaway oxidation is a
“new” requirement because there is no provision in current § 50.46 requiring consideration of that
phenomenon. By contrast, “amended,” means that the proposed rule contains several requirements
which have analogues to requirements in the existing rule but are being addressed differently. An
example of an “amended” requirement would be proposed § 50.46c(d)(1), because that provision: (i)
addresses, in language which differs from the current rule’s language, matters which are addressed in the
current rule, including § 50.46(a)(1)(i); and (ii) contains substantively different (proposed) requirements
when compared to the current rule, but the proposed requirements are directed at technical matters
already addressed in the current ECCS rule. For example, the proposed § 50.46¢(g)(1)((iii) criterion on
breakaway oxidation is a “new” requirement because there is no provision in current § 50.46 requiring
consideration of that phenomenon. By contrast, “amended,” means that the proposed rule contains
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backfitting, inasmuch as: (i) the guidance on the new rule provision must be consistent with the
regulatory requirements in the new rule provision; and (ii) the backfittiing basis for the new rule
provision should also be applicable to the issuance of guidance on that new rule provision.
Therefore, the first issuance of new-guidance addressing new provisions of § 50.46c does not
constitute issuance of “changed” or “new” guidance within the meaning of the definition of
“backfitting” in 10 CFR 50.109(a)(1), or constitute an action inconsistent with any of the issue
finality provisions in 10 CFR Part 52. Accordingly, no further consideration of backfitting is

needed to support issuance of the three new regulatory guides in final form.
List of Subjects

10 CFR Part 50
Antitrust, Classified infonnation; Criminal penalties, Fire protection, Intergovernmental
relations, Nuclear power plants and reactors, Radiation protection, Reactor siting criteria,

Reporting and recordkeeping requirements.

10 CFR Part 52
Administrative practice and procedure, Antitrust, Backfitting, Combined license, Early
site permit, Emergency planning, Fees, Inspection, Limited work authorization, Nuclear power

plants and reactors, Probabilistic risk assessment, Prototype, Reactor siting criteria, Redress

that

seyeral requxrements-which’h/ ave analogues to requirements in the existing rule but are being addressed
differently. An example of an "amended" requirement would be proposed § 50.46¢(d)(1), because ;hat
provision: (i) addresses, in language differs from the current rule’s language, matters are
addressed in the current rule, including § 50.46(a)(1)(i); and (ii) contains substantively different - that
(proposed) requirements when compared to the current rule, but the proposed requirements are directed
at technical matters already addresged in the current rule.
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5. A new § 50.46¢ is added to read as follows:

§ 50.46c Emergency core cooling system performance during loss-of-coolant accidents.
(a) Applicability. The requirements of this section apply to the design of a light water
nuclear power reactor (LWR%d to the following entities who design, construct or operate an
LWR: each applicant for or holder of a construction permit under this part, each applicant for or
holder of an operating license under this part (until the licensee has submitted the certification
required under 10 CFR 50.82(a)(1) to the NRC), each applicant for or holder of a combined
license under 10 CFR part 52, each applicant for a standard design certification (including the
applicant for that design certification after the NRC has adopted a final design certification rule),
each apblicant for a standard design approval under 10 CFR part 52, and each applicant for a

manufacturing license under 10 CFR part 52.
(b) Definitions. As used in this section:

Breakaway oxidation, for zirconium-alioy cladding material, means the fuel cladding
oxidation phenomenon in which weight gain rate deviates from normal kinetics. This change
occurs with a rapid increase of hydrogen pickup during prolonged exposure to a high

temperature steam environment, which promotes loss of cladding ductility.

Evaluation model means the calculational framework for evaluating the behavior of the
reactor system (including fuel) during a postulated loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA). It includes
one or more computer programs and all other information necessary for application of the
calculational framework to a specific LOCA, such as mathematical models used, assumptions
included in the programs, procedure for treating the program input and output information,

specification of those portions of analysis not included in computer programs, values of
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(i) The ECCS provides sufficient coolant so that decay heat will be removed for the extended

period of time required by the long-lived radioactivity remaining in the core.

(2) ECCS performance demonstration. ECCS perfonﬁance must be demonstrated Using
an evaluation model meeting the requirements of either paragraph (d)(2)(i) or (d)(2)(ii),
paragraph (d)(2)(iii), and paragraph (d)(2)(iv), and satisfy the analytical requirements in
paragraph (d)(2)(v) of this section. The evaluation model must be reviewed and approved by

the NRC.

(i) Realistic ECCS model. A realistic model must include sufficient supporting
justification to show that the analytical technique realistically describes the behavior of the
reactor system during a loss-of-coolant accident. Comparisons to applicable experimentai data
must be made and uncertainties in the analysis method and inputs must be identified and
assessed so that the uncertainty in the calculated results can be estimated. This uncertainty
must be accounted for, so that when the calculated ECCS cooliﬁg performance is compared to
the applicable specified and NR(R—approved analytical limits, there is a high level of probability

that the limits would not be exceeded.

(ii) Appendix K model. Alternatively, an ECCS evaluation model may be developed in
conformance with the required and acceptable features of appendix K ECCS Evaiuation

Models.

(iii) Core geometry and coolant flow. The ECCS evaluation model must address
calculated changes in core geometry and must consider those factors that may alter localized

coolant flow or inhibit delivery of coolant to the core.

(iv) LOCA analytical requirements. ECCS performance must be demonstrated for a
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range of postulated loss-of-coolant accidents of different sizes, locations, and other properties,
sufficient to provide assurance that the most severe postulated loss-of-coolant accidents have
been identified. ECCS performance must be demonstrated for the accident, and the post-

accident recovery and recirculation period.

(v) Modeling requirements for fuel designsz;;nium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium )0
oxide pellets within zirconium-alloy cladding. If the reactor is fueled with uranium oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium oxide pellets within cylindrical zirconium-alloy cladding, then the ECCS

- evaluation model must address the fuel system modeling requirements in paragraph (g)(2) of

 this section.

(3) Required documentation. . Upon implementation of this section in accordance with
paragraph (o) of this section, the documentation requirements of this paragraph apply and
supersede the requirements in 10 CFR part 50, Appendix K, section li, “Required

Documentation.”

(i)(A) A description of each evaluation model must be furnished. The description must
be sufficiently complete to permit technical review of the analytical approachsincluding the X

equations used, their approximations in difference form, the assumptions made, and the values

v,

re mpp/‘apﬁaiwr 5mdw~e;( X

J Brone
1

of all parameters or the procedure for their selection/as

fed.shvsicall irica ration- .[w/&ga

(B) A complete listing of each computer program, in the same form as used in the

evaluation model, must be furnished to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission upon request.

(i) For each computer program, solution convergence must be demonstrated by studies

of system modeling or noding and caiculational time steps.
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(1) Fuel performance criteria. Fuel consisting of uranium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium
oxide pellets within cylindrical zirconium-alloy cladding must be designed to meet the following

requirements:

(i) Peak cladding temperature. Except as provided in paragraph (g)(1)(ii) of this section,

the calculated maximum fuel element cladding temperature shall not exceed 2200 °F.

(ii) Cladding embrittlement. Analytical limits on peak cladding temperature and integral
time at température shall be established mwe-gpc’orrespond to the measured ductile-to-brittle
transition for the zirconium-alloy cladding material based.on an NRC-approved experimental
technique. The calculated maximum fuel element temperature and time at elevated
temperature shall not exceed the established analytical limits. The analytical limits must be
approved by the NRC. If the peak cladding temberature, in conjunction with the integral time at
temperature analytical limit, established to preserve cladding ductility is lower than the 2200 °F
limit specified in paragraph (g)(1)(i) of this section, then the lower temperature shall be used in

place of the 2200 °F limit.

(iii) Breakaway oxidation. The total accumulated time that the cladding is predicted to
remain above a temperature at which the zirconium-alloy has been shown to be susceptible to
Fra T,
breakaway oxidation shall not be greater than a limit-whieh)é’orresponds to the measured onset
of breakaway oxidation for the zirconium-alloy cladding material based on an NRC-approved

experimental technique. The limit must be approved by the NRC.

(iv) Maximum hydrogen generation. The calculated total amount of hydrogen generated

from any chemical reaction of the fuel cladding with water or steam shall not exceed 0.01 times
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the hypothetical amount that would be generated if all of the metal in the cladding cylinders

surrounding the fuel, excluding the cladding surrounding the plenum volume, were to react.

(v) Long-term cooling. An analytical limit on long-term peak cladding temperature shall
be established which’corresponds to the measured ductile-to-brittle transition for the
zirconium-alloy cladding material based on an NRC-approved experimental technique. The
calculated maximum:fuel element temperature shall not exceed the established analytical limit.

The analytical limit must be approved the by NRC.

(2) Fuel system modeling requirements. The evaluation model required by paragraph

(d)(2) of this section must model the fuel system in accordance with the following requirement:

_ (i) If an oxygen source is present on the inside surfaces of the cladding at the onset of
the LOCA, then the effects of oxygen diffusion from the cladding inside surfaces must be

considered in the evaluation model.

(i) The thermal effects of crud and oxide layers that accumulate on the fuel cladding
during plant operation must be evaluated. For the purposes of this paragraph, crud means any

foreign substance deposited on the surface of fuel ciadding prior to initiation of a LOCA. |
(h) [Reserved]
(i) [Reserved]
() [Reserved]

(k) Use of NRC-approved fuel in reactor. A licensee may not load fuel into a reactor, or

operate the reactor, unless the licensee either determines that the fuel meets the requirements
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of paragraph (d) of this section, or complies with technical specifications governing lead test

assemblies in its license.

(h Authority to impose restrictions on operation. The Director of the Office of Nuclear

Reactor Regulation or the Director of the Office of New Reactors may impose restrictions on

reactor operation if it is found that the evaluations of ECCS cooling performance submitted are -

not consistent with the requirements of this section.

(m) Reporting.

Ao

(1) Each entity subject to the requirements of this éedionrwhieh)iaentiﬁes any change to
or error in an evaluation model or the applicafi‘on of such a model, or any operation inconsistent
with the evaluation model or resulting noncompliance with the acceptance criteria in this section,

shall comply with the requirements of this paragraph.

ol
(i) If an entity identifies a change, errrr operation whieh“does not result in any

X

X

- predicted responseMe’xceeds any acceptance criteria specified in this section and is-itself X

not significant, then a report describing each such change, errcDor operation and a
demonstration that the error, chang@r operation is not significant must be submitted to the

NRC no later than 12 months after the change or discovery of the error, or operation.

(ii) If a licensee identifies a change, er@or operation ;::i:lj?ﬁ%oes not result in any

T,
predicted responsewhiehééeeds any of the acceptance criteria but is significant, then a report

X

X

K

describing each such change, errgbyor operation, and a schedule for submitting a reanalysis and )‘
%P

implementation of corrective actions must be submitted within 30 days of the change, discovery

of the error, or operation.
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(iii) If a licensee identifies a change, err@r operation whie’h%sults in any predicted \<
response-gmgﬁpe%eeds any of the acceptance criteria specified in this section to be exceeded X
at a facility with an operating license (or, in the case of a combined license under 10 CFR part
52, after the Commission has made the finding under 10 CFR 52.103(g)), then the licensee
shall take immediate éction to bring the facility into compliance with the acceptance criteria. In
addition, the entity shall report the change, err@r operation under §§ 50.55(e), 50.72, and A
50.73, as applicable, and submit a report describing each such change, err@r operation and a /\»
schedule for submitting a reanalysis and implementation of corrective actions within 30 days of

the change, discovery of the error, or operation.

(iv) If a design certification applicant is required by paragraphs (m)(1)(ii) and (iii) of this
section to submit a reanalysis, then that reanalysis must be accompanied by an application to

amend the design certification application to reflect the reanalysis.

(2) For the purposes of this section, a significant change or error is one-which results in 3(

a calculated -

(i) Peak fuel cladding temperature different by more than 50 °F from the temperature
calculated for the limiting transient using the last NRC-approved model, or is a cumulation of
changes and errors such that the sum of the absolute magnitudes of the respective temperature

changes is greater than 50 °F; or

(ii) Integral time at temperature different by more than 0.4 percent ECR from the
oxidation calculated for the limiting transient using the last NRC-approved model, or is a
cumulation of changes and errors such that the sum of the absolute magnitudes of the

respective oxidation changes is greater than 0.4 percent ECR.
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(3) Each holder of an operating license or combined license shall measure breakaway
oxidation for each reload batch. The hblder must report the resulfs to the NRC annuaﬂy (i.e.,
anytime within each calendar year), in accordance with § 50.4 or § 52.3 of this chapter, and
evaluate the results to determine if there is a failure to conform or a defect that must be reported

in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR part 21.
(n) [Reserved]

(o) Implementation.

(1) Construction permits issued under this part aﬁér [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE]

must comply with the requirements of this section at their issuance.

(2) Operating licenses issued under this part whietrie based upon construction permits
in effect as of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] (including deferred and reinstated construction
permits) must comply with the requirements of this section by no later than the applicable date

set forth in Table 1. Until such compliance is achieved, the requirements of § 50.46 continue to

apply. ]:wqﬂ‘fsfar} Unit 2 needs 7 be Ln-/?//'-eq/ into Tdoble _{j

(3) Operating licenses issuéd under this part after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must

comply with the requirements of this section.

(4) Operating licenses issued under this part as of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must
comply with the requirements of this section by no later than the applicable date set forth in

Table 1. Until such compliance is achieved, the requirements of § 50.46 continue to apply.

(5) Standard design certifications, standard design approvals, and manufacturing

licenses under part 52 of this chapter, whose applications (including applications for
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e

amendment) are docketed after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE], and new branches of these

certifications whose applications are docketed after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must

- comply with this section at their issuance.

(6) Standard design certifications under part 52 issued before [EFFECTIVE DATE OF

RULEvf':st comply with this section by no later than their renewal.

(7) Standard deéign certifications, standard design approvals, and manufacturing
licenses under part 52 of this chapter issued after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] whose
applications were pending as of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] and new branches of
certifications issued after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] whose applications were pending as

of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must comply with this section by no later than their renewal.

(8) Combined licenses under part 52 of this chapter docketed after [EFFECTIVE DATE

OF RULE] must comply with this section at their issuance.

(9) Combined licenses under part 52 of this chapter docketed or issued before
[EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must comply with this section no later than completion of the
first refueling outage after initial fuel load. Until such compliance is achieved, the requirements

in § 50.46 continue to apply.

Table 1: Implementation dates for Nuclear Power Plants with operating licenses and

construction permits as of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE].
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(a) * * *

(4) An analysis and evaluation of the design and performance of SSC}fwith the objective
of assessing the risk to public health and safety resulting from operation of the facility and
including determination of the margins of safety during normal operations and transient
conditions anticipated during the life of the facility, and the adequacy of SSCs provided for the
prevention of accidents and the mitigation of the consequences of accidents. Analysis and
evaluation of ECCS cooling performance and the need for high-point vents following postulated
loss-of-coolant accidents shall be performed in accordance with the requirements of §§ 50.46,

50.46b, and 50.46¢ of this chaptér, as applicable;

“11. In § 52.157, paragraph (f)(1) is revised to read as follows:

§ 52.157 Contents of applications; technical information in the final safety analysis
report. : '

(f) * * *.

4

(1) An analysis and evaluation of the design' and performance of structures, systems,
and components with the objective of assessing the risk to public health and safety resulting

_ from operation of the facility'and including determination of the margins of safety during normal
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The PRM aiso requested changes to § 50.44. Those changes were addressed in a rulemaking
mvised that section (68 FR 54123; September 16, 2003)/to include risk-informed
requirements for combustible gas control. The regulation was also modified to be applicabie to
all boiling or pressuﬁzed water reéctors regardiess of the type of fuel cladding material used.

On March 31, 2003, in response to SECY-02-0057, “Update to SECY-01-0133, ‘Fourth
Status Report on Study of Risk-Informed Changes to the Technical Requirements of
10 CFR Part 50 (Option 3) and Recommendations on Risk-Informed Changes to 10 CFR 50.46
(ECCS Acceptance Criteria),” the Commission issued a staff requirements memorandum
(SRM) (ADAMS Accession No. ML030910476) directing the NRC staff to move forward t6
risk-inform its regulations in a number of specific areas. Among other things, this SRM directed
the staff to modify the ECCS acceptance criteria to provide a more performance-based
approach to the ECCS requirements in § 50.46.

Separate from the effort to modify the regulations to provide a more risk-informed,
performance-based regulatory approach, the NRC had also u.ndertaken a fuel cladding research
program to investigate the behavior of high exposure fuel cladding under accident conditions.
This research program included an extensive LOCA research and testing program at Argonne
National Laboratory (ANL), as well as jointly-funded programs at the Kurchatov Institute
(supported by the French Institute for Radiological Protection and Nuclear Safety and the NRC)
and the Halden Reactor project (a jointly-funded program under the auspices of the
Organization for Economic Cooperative Develo;;ment - Nuclear Energy Agency, sponsored by
national organizations in 18 countries), to develop the body of technical information needed to
support the new regulations.

The effects cs_f both alloy composition and fuel burmup (thé extent to which fuel is used in
a reactor) on cladding embrittiement (i.e., loss of ductility) under as:cjdent conditions were
studied in these research programs. The research programs identified new cladding
embrittiement mechanisms and expanded the NRC's knowledge of previously identified
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raised in the petition pertain to ECCS analysis and acceptance criteria, the need for rulemaking

to address each of the petitioner’As concerns will be addressed in this proposed rule.

I. Statement of the Problem and Objective

Statement of the Problem

The proposed action is needed in response to recent research by the Argonne National
Laboratory, the Kurchatov Institute, and the Halden Reactor project into the behavior of fuel
cladding under accident conditions, mainly a loss of coolant accident. This research indicated
that the current combination of peak cladding temperature (2200 °F (1204 °C)) and local
cladding oxidation criteria (17 percent) do not always ensure post quench ductility (PQD)
following a postulated LOCA. The proposed action would replace the limité on peak cladding
temperature and local oxidation with specific cladding performance requirements and
acceptance cﬁteriawhidfqéﬁsure that an adequate level of clad‘d»ing ductility is maintained X
throughout the postulated LOCA. The NRC developed three draft regulatory gﬁides-umierﬂ ’ X
provide acceptable means of meeting the proposed performance requirements.

The proposal to expand applicability to all light-water nuclear power reactors, regardiess
of fuel design or cladding material used, is necessary to account for the development of new
fuel designs and cladding materials other than zircaloy and ZIRLO™. Under the current rule,
licensees that use different types of cladding material are required to request NRC approval for
an exemption from the rule.

Lastly, the proposal would require licensees to evaluate thermal effects of crud and

oxide layers that accumulate on fuel cladding. This proposed amendment would address one of

the requests of PRM 50-84.



Objectives

The principal objectives of the proposed revision to the requirements for ECCS
performance for light-water nuclear power reactors are to provide more performance-based
criteria and also account for the new research information. Further, the NRC intends to expand
the appilicability of the rule to all fuel design and fuel cladding materials. In addition, this-
proposed rule would address the issues raised in PRM-50-71 and PRM-50-84.

As noted in Section V of the SOC, and expanded upon in Section XVl of the SOC,
“Backfitting and Issue Finality,” this rulemaking is proposed because of the NBC'§ ppsition that it
is necessary to ensure adequate protection to the public health and safet;vl &mmat level
of protection (i.e., reasonable assurance of adequate protection)whi e NREWI{;:; t would
be achieved (throughout the entire term of licensed operation) by the current rule. Regulatory
guidance, in the form of three regulétod( guides, were developed in order to: (1) provide a clear,
acceptable methodology for supporting and establishing the performance-based regulatory
limits called for in 50.46¢ (2) simplify thé staff’s review process; and (3) reduce regulatory
uncertainty and thereby help to minimize the costs associated with the implementation of the
regulatory requirements proposed for 50.46c. The three regulatory guides are: DG-1261,
“Conducting Periodic Testing for Breakaway Oxida\tion Behavior,” (ADAMS Accession No.

ML 110840089), DG-1262, “Testing for Pt>st Qt:ench Ductility,” (ADAMS Accession No.
ML 110840283), and DG-1263, “Establishing Analytical Limits for Zirconium-Based Alloy
Cladding” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110871607).

This regulatory analysis was developed following the “Regulatory Analysis Guidelines of the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatt)ry Commission™ (Guidelines). In particular, with regard to adequate
protection, the Guidelines state that “The level of protection constituting ‘adequate protection’ is

that level which must be assured without regard to cost” (emphasis added). The Guidelines

3 NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4, “Regulatory Analysis Guidelines of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission,” Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, September 2004.
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also state that “ . . . a proposed backfit to one or more of the facilities regulated under 10 CFR
Part 50 does not require a regulétory analysis if the resulting safety benefit is required for
purposes of compliance or adequate protection under 10 CFR 50.109(a)(4).” However, the
Guidelines note that if there is more than one way to achieve compliance or reach a level of
adequate protection, costs may be a factor in that decision. The NRC ‘believe's that a

for
rulemaking is the oniy credible regulatory action that can providg(the necessary adequate )(

protection in this case. With respect to the regulatory guides, the NRC believes that the
. ” )
development of such guidanceA S desirabltj ir(§ 50.46¢) in order to ensure a consistent means of

generating and using experimental data to establish regulatory limits.

Disaggregation

| In order to comply with the guidance provided in Section 4.3.2 (“Criteria for the
Treatment of Individual Requirements”) of the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines, the NRC
conducted a screening review to determine if any of the individual requirements (or set of
integrated requirements) of the proposed rule are unnecessary to achieving the objectives of the
rulemaking. The NRC determined the objectives of the rulemaking are to: 1) incorporate recent
research findings; 2) establish performance-based requirements for ECCS in the event of a
LOCA; 3) expand the regulation’s applicability; and (4) incorporate the requests of two PRMs.
Furthermore, the NRC concluded that each of the propésed rule’s requirements is necessary to

achieve one or more objectives of the rulemaking. The results of this determination are set forth

in the following table.



Table 1 — Disaggregation

Regulatory Goals
for 10 CFR 50.46¢

1) Revise the
ECCS
acceptance
criteria to reflect
recent research
findings

2) Establish
performance-
based
requirements

3) Expand
applicability of
-the———

10 CFR 50.46
to all fuel types
and cladding
materials

4) Incorporate
requests of 2
.PRMs

Paragraph (a)
Applicability.

X

Paragraph (b)
Definitions.

Paragraph (d)
Emergency core
cooling system

design.

Paragraph (g)
Fuel system
designs: uranium
oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium
oxide pellets within
cylindrical
zirconium-alloy

cladding.

Paragraph (k)
Use of NRC
approved fuel in
reactor.

Paragraph (m)
Reporting.

X

-

en yflo /’/ /
art 57,
ra (l)(B)/ '
7 / ‘

7

7

7

Il. ldentification and Preliminary Analysis of Alternative Approaches

=

Given the existing data and information, this proposed rule is considered by the NRC to

- o -
be the only credible regulatory action to equate protection. Consequently, a rulemaking

is the only regulatory action alternative considered. The no-action option is used only as a basis

against which to measure the costs and benefits of the proposed rule.
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that,

In light of recent research ﬁndings whieh’?ln/dicate that the current regulations do not
always ensure post quench ductility (PQD) following a LOCA, thi; proposed rule is necessary to
ensure adequate protection to the public health and safet;n &mat level of protection
(i.e, reasonable assurance of adequate protectionm;ﬂﬁe NRﬁ;kgzgeu\,g‘r‘;{would be achieved
(throughout the entire term of licensed operation). However, based upon a preliminary safety
assessment in response fo the research findings in RIL-0801, the NRC determined that
immediate regulatory action was not required, and that changes to the ECCS acceptance
criteria to account for these new findings could reasonably be addressed through the
rulemaking process. Recognizing that finalization and implementation of the new ECCS
requirements would take several years, the NRC completed a more detailed safety assessment

ﬁwﬁ%nﬂmed current plant safety for every operating reactor. See Section V.F of the SOC
for further information.

Proposed Rule

The proposed rule would amend the current regulations for ECCS acceptance criteria,
found in § 50.46(b), by establishing performance-based requirements. The proposed rule would
expand applicability to all light water reactors, regardless of fuel design or cladding materials. |t
should be noted that this amendment would satisfy a request qf a PRM (docketed as
PRM-50-71). The proposed rulemaking would also incorporate recent research findings-which<_
identified previously unknown cladding embrittiement mechanisms and expanded the NRC'’s
knowledge of previqusly identified mechanisms. Specifically, the research identified that
hydrogen, which is absorbed in the cladding during normal operation, has a significant influence
on embrittlement during a postulated accident. Finally, the proposed rule would require
licensees to evaluate the thermal effects of crud and oxide layers-\mﬁay have developed on

the fuel cladding. It should be noted that this amendment wouid satisfy a request of a PRM

(docketed as PRM-50-84).
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Assumptions

All 104 currently operating light-water nuclear power reactors will be affected by this
proposed rule. The quantifiable impacts, (i.e., those which are able to be monetized) are the
implementation and operation costs for both industry and the NRC. All monetized costs are
expressed in 2014 dollars, the year the rule is assumed to be implemented. Other than for
operating reactorsywh‘:émév/e ihdi;ated they would not seek a license renewal, this analysis X
assumes that remaining operating reactors' life expectancy will include a 20-year license
extension. As a result, the average license will expire in 2039. Givem e rule is assumed to be )<
implemented in 2014, the average remaining life will be 25 years from implementation and any
recurring costs will be discounted over that time period. Any costs incurred over future years
are discounted back to 2014 values. Based on the most recent NRC labor rates, an NRC
staff-year is valued at $173,000, while an annual industry staff labor rate of $200,000 is
assumed.

There are currently two design certifications that are expected to be renewed. For the
reguiatory analysis, the NRC assumes that these are the only design certifications that will be
submitted.

The NRC assumes that there are six future operating light-water nuciear power reactors
that would be affected by this rule. The nuclear power reactors are: Watts Bar Nuclear Power
Plant, Unit 2, with an assumed beginning of operations date in 201 3; Vogtle, Units 3 and 4, with

an assumed beginning of operations date of 2017; Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Units 2
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and 3, with .an assumed beginning of operations dates of 2017 and 2019, respectively; and
Bellefonte Nuclear Station Uni:t 1, with an assumed beginning of operations date of 2020.°

The NRC assumes that other new design certifications could be submitted to the NRC
for approval and have developed a hypothetical design certification to analyze the costs and
benefits of the proposed rule on a design certiﬁcation;f./

The NRC also assumes that other new light-water nuclear power reactors could begin to
operate in the future and s eveloped a hypothetical light-water nuclear power reactor to
analyze the costs énd benefits of the proposed rule on a new light-water nuclear power reactor.
The NRC assumes that no other types of reactors will be built and that there will be no
significant differences between the future operating reactors and the hypothetical reactor.

Another assumed difference in th‘is analysis is that Industry Implementatioﬁ costs are
separated into so-called difect and indirect costs. This difference is explained further in the
Industry Implementation paragraph.

This reguiatory analysis assumes that the final rule is published on January 1, 2014. It
would then take vendors approximately one year to submit their revised models. This regulatory
analysis assumes that nine alloy-specific cladding hydrogen uptake models would need to be
developed and twelve existing LOCA models would need to be revised in order to implement
the proposed rule. (To facilitate this analysis, and the assumptions within, the LOCA models
are distinguished between PQD/Breakaway and Long;Tenn Cooling.) Next, we assume 1 year
for the NRC review and comment of the nine vendor cladding hydrogen uptake models, and 2
years for the NRC review and comment of the twelve vendor LOCA models. Next, the 65 plants
in Track 1 would demonstrate compliance within 24 months by providing a letter report to the

NRC. No NRC review of these letters is necessary. Finally, the remaining 39 plants in Tracks 2

5 Bellefonte Nuclear Station, Unit 2, as well as all other combined operaﬁn;ﬁcense;%ubmitted to the X
NRC are too speculative in nature to be included in the regulatory analysis. ) .
applicatigns
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and 3 would demonstrate compliance within 48 months and 60 months, respectively, by

”submitting a new LOCA analysié of record.

Industry implementation — This attribute is composed of indirect and direct licensee.

implementation costs for operating reactors, design certifications and future operating reactors.
The proposed rule would require licensees of operating reactors, design certifications, and
future operating reactors to make use of revised ECCS analysis models based Upon the new
required acceptance criteria. The revised ECCS models and alloy-specific cladding hydrogen
uptake models would be developed by vendors, at the request and éxpense of the licensees.
Because the vendors are not licensed by the NRC and are déveloping the revised ECCS
models because of the new requirements being imposed upon licensees, these costs are
considered to be indirect industry implementation costs. The vendors would also produce
licensing topical reviews describing the new models fdr NRC review and approval. The vendors
would also produce test data to characterize alloy performance and develop analytical limits

H
based on this test datg\include within each alloy’s topical review.

After NRC approval in felation to operating reactors, the models would be run to perform
plant-specific analyses, demonstrate compliance with the proposed acceptance criteria, and to
employ the post quench ductility (PQD) analytical limits. Costs incurred by licensees under

these three tracks are considered direct industry implementation costs.
.-F/l/e
Sixty-five operating plants under Track 1 andjﬂfuture operating plants with similar

implementation steps as Track 1 would complete any necessary engineering calculations,
update their plant updafed final _safety analysis report(UFSA? and‘provide a letter report to the
NRC documenting compliancéu %'c;% 50.46¢c. The plants in Track 1 meet the new requirements
without new énalysis or model revisions (beyond use of Cathcart—Pawél - Equalivalent Cladding

Reacted (CP-ECR) to integrate time-at-temperature and hydrogeﬁ Uptake models to establish .

PQD analytical limits), and thus would meet the new requirements with a low level of effort. The
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16 operating plants in Track 2 are PWR plants using realistic evaluation models, as well as
BWRIZ plants, which will requ.ilre new analyses or model revisions to demonstrate compliance.
The NRC anticipates thathrack 2 plants will exert a medium level of effort to comply with the
proposed regulation.: "The 23 operating plants in Track 3 are PWR plaﬁts using Appendix K
evaluation models, as well as BWR/3 plants, which will require new analyses or model revisions
to demonstrate compliance. The NRC anticipates that Track 3 plants will exert a medium - high
level of effort to comply with the proposed regulation. Track 2 and Track 3 plants would be
required to conduct a new ECCS evaluation, and submit a new LOCA analysis of record. The
vendors would also conduct initial breakaway testing on all cladding alloys. Again, because the
vendors are not licensed by the NRC, and conducting initial breakaway tests because of the

new requirements imposed on the licensee, these costs are considered indirect costs.

The proposed rule would require licensees to evaluate the thermal effects of crud and
oxide layers that accumulate on the fuel cladding during plant operation. Because licensees are
required to account for various theﬁnal parameters under the current regulation, the NRC's
position is that the proposed reduirement to evaluate crud is a clarification of the current

requirement. As such, there is no additional cost incurred as a result of the rule.

Although muitiple designs for new reactors have been certified by the NRC, only one
type of design is currently in the construction phase in the United States, the Westinghouse
Electric Company’'s AP1000. The AP1000 uses the same fuel design as the current fleet and,

thus, will have no effect in relation to the attributes. As no other construction has begun, all
éVd,/ u
other reactor designs would be too speculative top;owqgéfvithin the Regulatory Analysis.
The current ECCS performance regulation applies to “each boiling or pressurized
light-water nuclear power reactor fueled with uranium oxide pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or

ZIRLO cladding.” As such, licensees must request an exemption to use fuel designs consisting

of materials other than those stated. The proposed rule would extend applicability to all LWRs,
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regardless of fuel design. This eliminates the need for exemption requests, and represents a

benefit.

NRC Implementation — The NRC would incur several implementation costs. The first set
of costs is for the development of the regulatory guides and final rule. Once the rule is
implemented, the NRC would review and approve the approximately 21 vendor licensing topical
reviews &éw{%rovide the revised ECCS analysis modef. Next, the NRC would need to review X
the approximately 27 revised ECCS Analyses of Record (AOR) in Track 2 and 3 (due to multiple
uni;s’/ltes um%are common analyseﬁitotal number of AORS.WQ plants). | X
Lastly, the proposed rule would eliminate the need for licensees to submit an exemption request
to use materials other than “uranium oxide pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO cladding.”
The NRC would no longer be requi(ed to review such exemption requests, which results in a
benefit

Industry Operation — Industry would incur annual costs in performing the, Periodic /(

jefeakawa }/ ests. These tests involve the performance of the required breakaway oxudatlon

tests as performed by vendors and as a result, are considered indirect costs. These costs
would be incurred for plants that are both currently operating or operating in the future (does not
apply#grﬂa'ésign certifications). The NRC notes that the proposed rule would require licensees : )(
to report errors in calculated equivalent cladding react.ed (ECR) in concert with reported
changes in PCT. For the purposes of this analysis, the NRC assumes that the cost of reporting
ECR is negligible since licensees calculafe ECR under the current regulation and are already
required to report changes to or errors in ECCS evaluation models with respect to calculated
PCT.

The NRC notes that the proposed reporting criteria -ié‘{structured and rewritten to 5(

provide clarification on which items need to be reported, and the timeframe for reporting. The
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proposed additional language clarifies the intent of the current regulation. As such, the
proposed revision does not ;qnstitute a change in burden to the NRC or the industry.

NRC OgerationTeiNI%C would experience recurring costs as a result of the industry’s )<
periodic breakaway tests by analyzing the test results. The NRC would also incur annual costs
asa resqlt of reviewing reported errors in calculated ECR. However, the current regulation
requires licensees to report errors in calculated PCT, and the actions the NRC would take for an
error in ECR are the same as those actions for errors in calculated PCT. Additionally, errors in
calculated ECR would have an associated error in calculated PCT. For all of these reasons, the
NRC assumes that the change in annual cosﬁbetween the current and proposed rule, with X
respect to reporting ECR, are negligible.

Imgrovements' in Knowledge — The proposed rule incorporates research findings whiel? X
identified new cladding embrittliement mechanisms. As a result, future LOCA analys% will X
improve their predictions of cladding embrittlement.

Regulatory Efficiency - EXpanding the applicability of this rule to different fuel designs
and additional cladding materialé would contribute to‘the’la;ulatory efficiency by eliminating the J(
need for licensees to submit exemption requests for different fuel designs or cladding material.

Public Health (Accident) — As noted above,.t"he NRC is initiating these new requirements

so that the risk of accidental radiation exposure to the public remains at the previously assumed

level. Fhis-eorresponds toa-decrease-imthe-value-of-this-attribute-from-theexISting actuat — >(
Occupational Health (Accident) — Similarly, the NRC assumes that the risk of an

accidental radiation exposure.i at the level it was assumed to have been prior to the A

proposed rule. wummmmmumw& )( \

Onsite Property — Likewise, the NRC assumes that the risk of damage to onsite property
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Offsite Property — The NRC also assumes that the risk of damage to offsite property is»<- A
rewains . ~ : : bovethis 2
-pevwat the level it was assumed to have been prior to the proposed rule :

Attributes that are not expected to be affected under the proposed rulemaking include the
following: public health (routine); occupational health (routine); other government; general public;

antitrust considerations; safeguards and security considerations; and environmental considerations.

{V. Presentation of Resulits

This section presents‘ the quantitative results by attribute. Valués are shown in 2014

dollars.

Industry Implementation Costs

The industry implementation costs are spread among operating reactors, design
certifications and future operating reactors. As noted above, the proposed rule would require
licensees to make use of revised ECCS analysis models based upon the new required
acceptance criteria. The revised ECCS ‘rAnodeIs would be developed by vendors, at the request
and expense of the licensees. These models are the Cladding Hydrogen Uptake Modeis and
the LOCA Model Updates. The vendors would also produce test data to characterize alloy
performance and develop analytical limits based on this test data. The vendors would produce
licensing tbpical reviews regarding the new models, which would require NRC review and
approval. After NRC approval, vendors would run the modeis under contract to licensees to
perform plant-specific analyses and demonstrate compliance with the proposed acceptance
criteria. The costs associated with implementation assume the use of the Regulatory Guides
developed for this proposed rule and include the costs of the testing as outlined in the
Regulatory Guides.

As shown in Table 2, Industry lmpl_ementation Costs for Operating Reactors, on pages
34 - 35, the first component is the indirect costs resulting from vendor implementation. As
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noted above, because the vendors are not licensed by the NRC and are developing the revised
ECCS models because of the new requirements being imposed upon licensees, these are
considered to be indirect industry implementation costs. The Cladding Hydrogen Uptake
Models are assumed to be performed in a one-year »period in 2014 and the LOCA Models are
assumed to be performed in a 2-year period between 2013 and 2014. The Initial Breakaway
Tests are assumed to be performed in 2014. The nine hydrogen uptake models are assumed to
require 0.75 full-time equivaient (FTE)/year/alloy. (For this analysis, the NRC assumes an
industry labor rate of $200,000/year.) The 12 LOCA models (PQD and breakaway) are
assumed to require 0.75 FTE/year/alloy. The 12 LOCA models (Iong;term cooling) are
assumed to require 0.5 FTE/year/alloy. There are also assumed to be nine Initial Breakaway
Test Models requiring a third of an FTE each and that the tests would be performed in 2014.
The 9 models of Cladding Alloys 'cos't aﬁ estimated $1,350,000. Further, all 12 of the LOCA
models (which include estimates for the completion of the topical reports) area estimated to cost
$3,000,000.% The Initial Breakaway Test |s expected to occur in 2014 and has an estimated
cost of $600,000.

Adding to the Licensee Implementation Costs for Operating Reactors are the Track 1,
" Track 2, and Track 3 activities. The NRC assumes.that there would be 50, 13, and 14 revised
AORs in the three tracks, respectively. Due to hultiple unit sites whi are common )(
analyses, the number of AORs is less than the 104 plants. Track 1 actions would require 0.5
FTE over a two year period (0.25 FTE/year); Track 2 actions would require 1.5 FTE overa 3
' year period (0.5 FTE/year); Track 3 actions would require 2.25 FTE over a 3 year period (0.75
FTE/year). The NRC éstimates the total costs for these tracks rangel from $13,397,000 (7
percent real discount rate) to $14,371,000 (3 percent rate). Track 1 has values ranging from

$4,836,000 (7 percent) to $4,927,000 (3 percent). Track 2 ranges from $3,411,000 (7 percent)

® In this analysis, where activities occur in 2014, no discounted values are provided.
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to $3,667,600 (3 percent). Similarly, for Track 3, the cost estimate ranges from $5,150,000 (7
percent) to $5,767,000 (3 perceht).

Another potential indirect licensee cost for operating reactors would be the development
of new PQD analytical limits in place of utilizing the acceptable PQD analytical limits provided in
the regulatory guide. For the purpose of this regulatory analysis, the NRC assumes that the
industry elects to establish new PQD analytical limits for two cladding alloys requiring a quarter
of an FTE per year. Itis also assumed that this test will be accomplished in 2014, and the
estimated cost is $100,000. The remaining seven cladding alloys will utilize the PQb analytical
limits in the regulatory guide (RG). The NRC assumes that, due to the high cost of establvishing
a new experimental technique (outside the acceptable experimental technique in the RG), no
vendor will choose that method.

The last Licensee Impiementation Test is the Iongxterm cooling test. The NRC assumes
that nine cladding alloys will need to be tested, requiring 0.15 FTE per year. It is also assumed
that this test will be accomplished in 2014. The total cost for the long/-‘.tenn cooling testing is
estimated to be $270,000.

The proposed rule reduces licensee implementation cost by eliminating the need for
exemption requests to use materials other than uranium-oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical
zircaloy or ZIRLO cladding. The NRC assumes that 50 plants (five per year over a 10 year
period, beginning in 2014) would request an exemption if the proposed rule did not extend
applicability. It is also assumed that the exempﬁon requests would require 0.2 FTE per
exemption request. This resuits in a total savings ranging from $1.5 million (7 percent) to $1.76
million (3 percent). The estimated implementation cost for operating reactors ranges from

$22,531,000 (7 percent) to $26,323,000 (3 percent).
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As shown in Table 3, Industry Implementation Costs for Design Certifications, on page
35, the costs come from an analysis of the design certifications. The Track 2 cost is an indirect
coét that would occur fo_r both design certifications in 2017. The NRC assumes that the design
certifications would reqi.xire 1.5 FTE per design certification. Track 2 has an estimated cost
range from $490,000 (7 percent) to $549,000 (3 percent). The estimated implementation costs
for design certification ranges from $490,000 (7 percent) to $549,000 (3 percent).

Table 4, Industry Implementation Costs for Future Operating Reactors, on page 36,
provides costs for the Initial Breakawéy Test, the track designation whief’most closely matches
implementation required for the reactors, and the LTC test that each reactor would use. The
Initial Breakaway Test, which occurs for Watts Bar in 2014, the Summer and Vogtle future
operating reactors in 2017 and theoﬁellefonte 1 in 2020, has an estimated cost range from
$36,000 (7 percent) to $43,600 (3 percent). |

The Track 12 costs, which occur for Watts Bar in the years 2014 and 2015, requiring
0.25 FTE for each year and for all other reactors in years 2018 and 2019, each AOR requiring
0.25 FTE. The Watts Bar Track :1 estimated cost ranges from $97,000 (7 percent) to $99,000 (3
percent). The Summer and Vogtle fqture operating reactors Track 1 estimated cost ranges
from $296,000 (7 percent) to $351,000 (3 percent).' The Bellefonte'1 Track 1 estimated cost
ranges from $64,000 (7 percent) to $83,000 (3 percent). The total cost estimate for Track 1
ranges from $457,000 (7 percent) to $533,000 (3 percent).

The LTC Test cost is incurred in years 2014, for Watts Bar, 2019, for the Summer and
Vogtle future operating reactors, and 2020 for Bellefonte 1. The LTC requires 0.04 FTE per -

reactor and has an estimated total cost range from $36,000 (7 percent) to $43,000 (3 percent).

! AlthOugh labeled “Trackz the.NRC assumes that design certifications will not be a part of Track 2 but
will have characteristics similar to Track 2 and are, thus; labeled as “Track 2.” -

® Although labeled “Track 1,” the NRC assumes that future operating reactors will not be a part of Track 1,
but will have characteristics similar to Track 1 and are, thus, labeled as “Track 1.”
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The total estimated industry implementation cost for future operating reactors ranges
from $529,000 (7 percent) to $619,000 (3 percent).

The total estimated industry implementation cost for operating reactors, design
certifications and future operating reactors ranges from $18,232,000 (7 percent) to $19,101,000

(3 percent).

/

Industry Ogeration Costs

The NRC assumes that, once all licensees of operating reactors have implemented the
proposed rule, 60 periodic breakaway tests will be submitted to the NRC each year (based on
distribution between 18 month and 24 month operating cycles). However, between publication

and full implementation, the NRC estimates the number of periodic breakaway tests will be as

indicated for operating reactors:

2017 | Periodic Breakaway Tests 60
2018 | Periodic Breakaway Tests 0
2019 | Periodic Breakaway Tests 55
2020 | Periodic Breakaway Tests 44
2021 | Periodic Breakaway Tests 60

Table 5, Industry Operating Costs for Operating Reactors, on page 37, shows that in
2017, the majority of Track 1 plants will have conducted periodic breakaway tests. As such, in
2018 those plants will not have to re-test for breakaway oxidation, and neither Track 2 nor Track
3 plants have implemented the rule. By 2019, a portion of Track 1 plants will re-test for
breakawéy oxidation, as well as a portion of Track 2 plants. The 2020 value also reflects the
total resulting from a portion of Track 1 and Track 2 plénts. In 2021, Track 3 plants will begin
their periodic breakaway tests, and a portion of Track 1 and Track 2 plants Will conduct testing.
Starting‘)/%OZZ, and anhually thereafter through the average remaining life, the NRC assumes

that a total of 60 breakaway oxidation tests will be submitted per year. The total discounted
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costs of the periodic breakaway testing for operating reactors is $5,318,000 (7 percent) and
$8,390,000 (3 percent).

Table 6, Industry Operation Costs for Future Operating Reactors, on page 37, shows the
industry operation costs for future operating reactors. The NRC assumes that Watts Bar will
perform a periodic breakaway test in 2015, 2017 and 2019 duringfﬁl&% After 2020, all X
six reactors will be online and lt'he number ;;:\reloads per year will be, on average, 4 for the 57 X
years of remaining life, with an average FTE reqﬁirement of 0.05 FTE per reload. The
estimat_ed total cost for the industry operation costs for future operating reactors ranges from
$372,000 (7 percent) to $911,000 (3 percent).

The total estimated industry operation cost for operating reactors, design certifications

and future operating reactors ranges from $5,690,000 (7 percent) to $9,301,000 (3 percent).

Total Industry Costs

Table 7, Total Industry Costs, on page 37, shows the total industry costs broken down
between direct and indirect costs as well as by implementation and operation costs. The total

industry costs range from $23,922,000 (7 percent) to $28,402,000 (3 percent).

Industry Average Implementation Costs per Designated Unit
Table 8, Industry Average Implementation Cost per Designated Unit, on pages 38 — 41,

provides the estimates of the various average costs per designated unit, by type of cost for
operating reactors, design certifications and future operating reactors. As shown, the largest
average designated unit cost contributors for operating reactors and future operating reactors
are the 3 Track Activities. Almost all of the average designated unit cost contributors for design
certifications are f_rom the initial breakaway test. The total industry operating reactor
implementation cost per AOR estimate ranges from .$225,000 (7 bercen{) to $235,000 (3

iy
percent). The total industry design certification implementation estimated cost per reactorlB&— X
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ranges from $245,000 (7 percent) to $275,000 (3 percent). The total industry future operating
reactor implemehtation cost per feactor/AOR estimate ranges from $273,000 (7 percent) to

$314,000 (3 percent).

NRC Implementation Costs
Table 9, NRC Implementation Costs Affecting Operating Reactors, Design Certifications

and Future Operating Reactors, on page 42, shows the NRC implementation costs that affect
operating reactors, design certifications and future operating reactors. Three regulatory guides
would be published as a result of this rule. The first relates to analytical limits and the second
and third to test procedures. As shown in Table 9, the NRC estimates the costs to be
approximately $865,000. This is based upon the assumptions of 5 NRC staff-years to complete
the reguiatory guides, with an NRC yearly rate of $173,000. The NRC also assumes that it will
take approximately 2 calendar yéars to complete the guides.

The NRC would also need to develop and i.ssue a revision to NUREG—OBOOIlStandard

for the Revigw of Satet _ .4Aa,s//vf/if /e/rf 15 for Mg fear Parer Plavts: LUR E)ol/'ﬁw\- "
Review PlanZz-The cost estimates’for this action would require one FTE and is estimated to be

$173,000.

The NRC would also incur costs reviewing and commenting on the hydrogen uptake
models and the LOCA modelis. For the hydrogen uptake‘ models, the NRC estimates that it
would take 2 FTE at $173,000 annually, be implemented in 2015, and, therefore, ranging from

$323,000 (7 percent) to $336,000 (3 percent). The NRC review of the LOCA models (PQD,

ﬁgreakaway) is estimated to take 2 FTE/year over a two year period, beginning in 2015. The

cost for this activity is estimated to be from $625,000 (7 percent) to $662,000 (3 percent). The
NRC review of the LOCA models (Iong/-\term cooling) is estimated to take 1 FTE/year over a two
year period, beginning in 2015. The cost for this aciiVity is estimated to'be from $313,000 (7

percent) to $331,000 (3 percent). Next, the NRC estimatés that this final rule development
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would take approximately 6 FTE over 1.5 years, beginning in 2012, and have a cost of
approximately $1,038,000. ]

Table 10, NRC implementation Coéts for Operating Reactors, on pages 43 — 44, shows
the NRC implementation costs for operating reactors. The NRC'’s brealgaway test review is X |
assumed to require 1 FTE in the year 2015. The resulting cost estimate ranges from $162,000
(7 percent) to $168,000 (3 percent).

Table 10 also provides estimated implementation costs for operating reactors for
analysis of record feviéws for Tracks 2 and 3. (Track 1 compliance for operating reactors is
demonstrated through a letter report — no.NRC review is necessary.) These efforts would take
place over a 2 year period and begin in the years 2016, 2018, and 2019 for the Tracks 1, 2, and
3, respectively. Because Track 1 requires no NRC review, there is no.cost associated with this
track. For Track 2, the range is $511 ,00(%7 percent) to $605,000 (3 percent). Lastly, for Track X
3, the values range from $478,000 (7[ ﬁ:'i) to $588,000 (3 percent). Therefore, thé total
estimated NRC implementation cost for the amendment reviews ranges from $989,000 (7
percent) to $1,193,000 (3 percent). The next NRC implementation costs for operating reactors
are a result of PQD Tests. As mentioned, the assumption is that only two cladding alloys would

need to be done under the so-called “redone NRC Version.” cladding alloy is assumed to X

require 0.25 FTE, beginning in 2015. The resulting estimates are calculated to be $81,000 (7

percent) to $84,000 (3 percent). rssocicfod wi {\
The last NRC implementation costs ar ‘ on%term cooling (LTC) tests. The )(

assumption is that the NRC review would require 0.15 FTE for each of the 9 cladding alloys, -

beginning in 2015. The resuiting estihates are calculated to be $219,000 (7 percent) to

.227,000 (3 percent).

-1 . The proposed rule eliminates the need for the NRC to review licensee exemption

fequests to use materials other than.uranium-oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or.

ZIRLO cladding; this represents a cost savings. The NRC assumes that 50 plants (five per year

26



over a 10 year period, beginning in 2014) would requestange/xemptiorﬁif the broposed rule did
to other materiols A
not extend applicabilitx.’ It is also assumed that NRC review of the exemption requests would X
require 0.1 FTE per exemption request. This resuits in a total savings ranging from $750,000 (7
percent) to $879,000 (3 percent).
Therefore, the total NRC Implementation costs for operating reactors are estimated to

range from $798,000, using a 7 percent real discount rate, and $907,000 using a 3 percent rate.

Table 11, NRC Implementation Costs for Design Certifications, on page 44, shows the

TS anady 5,5 4550mes W Cerhfreodion
NRC implementation costs for design ce iﬂcations.}}ﬁ 20’( 8,,a review of the di endment X
%d& well conchuert
analysis for both design certifications, requiring 0.27 FTE each, iding, an estimated cost ¥
reslting if)

range from $70,000 (7 percent) to $82,000 (3 percent). The total NRC implerhentation costs for
design certifications range;%m $70,000 (7 percent) to $82,000 (3 percent). ' X

Table 12, NRC Implementation Costs for Future Operating Reactors, on page 45, shows
the NRC implementation costs for future operating reactors. A breakaway test review would be

Mﬂ(,j\&u
performed in 2015 by the NRC for Watts Bar and would require 0.01 FTWn estimated cost X
of $2,000. The NRC breakaway test reviews for the Summer and Vogtle reactors would be
Wﬂa/a( I We,

conducted in 2020, i .05 FT@gnd-has an estimated cost range from $5,000 (7 percent) X

to $9,000 (3 percent). The NRC breakaway test review for Bellefonte 1 would be conducted in

-

wovfel regpire. .
2021, ;equm% F‘l‘band has an estimated cost range from $1,000 (7 percent) to $2,000 (3 A

percent). Also, as all future operating reactors are assumed to be submitting LARs following the
Track 1 methodology, no NRC review is reduired. The last implementation cost is the LTC |
review costs. The NRC would review the Watts Bar LTC test in 2015, requiring 0.04 FTE for an
estimated cost of $7,000. The NRC would perform the Summer and Vogtle units LTC test
reviews in 2020, requiring 0.04 FTE per reactor for an estimated cost range from $19l,000 (7
percent) to $23,000 (3 percent). The NRC would perform the Bellgfonte 1LTC test review in

2021, requiring 0.04 FTE for an estimated cost range from $4,000 (7 percent) to $6,000 (3
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percent). The NRC implementation costs for future' opearating re actors ranges from $38,000 (7
percent) to $47,000 (3 percent).
The total NRC implementation costs range from 4,243,000 (7 percent) to $4,441,000 (3

percent).

NRC Og.eration Coéts

As noted above, the NRC wouid experience recanring costs for operating reactors and
future operating reactors as a result of the industry’s pe:riidic breakaway tests. As shown in |
Table 13, NRC Operation Costs for Operating Reactors:, o page 46, for operating reactors, the
assumption is that the analysis of the tests by NRC wowli{ require about 0.15 FTE per year
(once all licensees are fully implemented and conductin.gperiodic breakaway tests) and would
run for 23 years, the assumed average remaining yearn. -ilife foroperating reactors after
implementation of the rule.

The estimated discounted flow of funds run.s frorm$211, 000 (7 percent) to $340,000

| (3 percent).

Table 14, NRC Operating Costs for Future Operszing Reactors, on page 46, outlines the

NRC operating costs for future operating reactors. The peiodic breakaway test reviews will be

uhen
performed for Watts Bar (requiring 0.01 FTE per reviewp until ZOWI future operating

reactor reviews will be conducted (requiring 0.04 FTE peeeryear). The estimated NRC operating
costs for future operating reactors ranges from $65,000 { percent) to$160,000 (3 percent).

The total NRC opgrating costs ranges from $27% .00 (7 percent) to $500,000 (3

percent).

JotalNRC Costs .. .

v

e i

=" Table .;___AvSI,:rIot‘a!hiﬂjl—\—l(F‘?C,'i.Cos'ts.-,.on_ page 46, showstietotal- NRC costs. broken down by

implementation and operation costs. As stated above, e estimiated NRC implementation costs
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range from $4,243,000 (7 percent) to $4,441,000 (3 percent) and the NRC operating costs
range from $276,000 (7 percent)'to $500,000 (3 percent). The total NRC cost estimate ranges

from $4,519,000 (7 percent) to $4,941,000 (3 percent).

Total Rule Costs
Total cost estimate@j\cluding both industry and the NR@range from $28.8 million
(7 percent) to $34.3 million (3 percent). As shown in Table 16, Total Costs, on page 47, they
are composed of implementation costs of $22.8 million (7 percent) to $24.5 million (3 percent)
and operating costs of $6.0 million (7 perceﬁt) to $9.8 million (3 percent).
Lastly, the average implementation costs per AOR are estimated to range from

$158,000 (7 percent) to $207,000 (3 percent).

Future Design Certifications

As there are potential design certifications that may come into the NRC for review, but
are too uncertain regarding likelihood and timing to be properly added into the regulatory
analysis, the NRC assumes a hypothetical design certification ginning))é hypothetical year
(year X), based on 2014 dollérs, to determine the cost to the industry and the NRC for the future
design certiﬂcations.f/

As shown in Table 17, Industry Costs for Hypothetical Design Certification, on page 48,
the Industry would incur costs in relation to implementation costs. One industry cost would be
the initial breakaway test in year X that would require 0.04 FTE and provide. an estimated cost of
$8,000. The other industry cost would come from the PQD test, which is assumed to be a
redone NRC version. This cost would occur in year X, would require 0.01 FTE of effort and
provide an estimated cost of $2,000.

The total estimated industry cost for a hypothetical design certification is $10,000.
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As shown in Table 18, forAhypotheticaI design certificat@% page 48, the K
-

NRC would incur costs in relation to the review of the initial breakaway test and the PQD test X

The breakaway test review, which would occur in year X+1, would require 0.01 FTE of effort
and have an estimated cost of $2,000. The PQD test review, which would also occur in year
X+1, would require 0.005 FTE of effort and have an estimated cost of $1,000.

The total estimated NRC cost for a hypothetical design certification is $3,000.

Hypothetical Future Operating Reactors

As there are future operating reactors that are aiso too uncertain regarding likelihood
and timing to be properly added into the regulatory analysis, the NRC assumes a hypothetical
future operating reactor (a single reactor at a new sife) beginning operation in a hypothetical
year (year X), based on 2014 dollars, to determine the cost to the industry and the NRC for the
future operating reactor.

As shown in Table 19, Industry Costs for Hypothetical Future Operating Reactor, on
page 49, the Industry would incur both implementation and c;perating costs in relation to a
hypothetical reactor. One industry implementation cost would be a breakaway test in year X
that would require 0.04 FTE and provide an estimated cost of $8,000. Another implementation
cost would be for Track 1, which would be over 2 years (X and X+1) and would require a total
FTE of 0.5, spread between the 2 years and having a total estimated cost of $100,000. The
final implementation cost would be for the LTC test, which would occur in year X and would

for the poﬁ‘ﬂdi(‘. breakau
operating implementation cost is estimated at $116,000. The industry operating costgfor the

hypotht(eitical operating reactor,lhe-peﬂndic-h:aakaway-bst-fvfwld occur during the first reload/@ X

uefT

an subs
,weuld—eccur—daﬁn&achﬁel aajnd would require 0.05 FTE for the expected life of the reactor. /(

%

~.

require 0.04 FTE and provide a total cost of $8,000. The total industry hypothetical future
y
&

The total industry estimated cost for the periodic breakaway test is $390,000.
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VI. Implementation

Proposed Rule

It is assumed that the rule would initially take effect 30 days after its publication in the
FR. The rule would esfablish a staged implementation approach to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the migration to the new ECCS requirements. The staged implementation plan
will have a duration of 5 years. As the first step, vendors will develop, end submit to the NRC
for review via topical reports, hydrogen pick'up models and LOCA model updates. This is
expected to occur during the first year. Also, during the first year, the vendors will obtain PQD
analytical metheds by either: 1) using the analytical limits provided in an NRC regulatory guide,
or 2) using an NRC approved experimental method provide in a reguiatory guide. (A third
option, which involves the vendors developing their own experimental method for NRC
approval, is available but, due to the hiéh cost and burden of this option, the NRC assumes that
no vendors will develop their own experimental method.) The PQD analytical limits whiﬁg%{e X
obtained via the approved experimental method will be submitted for NRC review in the form of
a topical report. Also, the vendors would perform IongItenn cooling tests to determine the long; X
term cooling limit for each of the nine cladding alloys. Finally, during the first year after the rule
becomes effective, the vendors will perform initial bfeakaway testing. The results of the initial
breakaway tests will be submitted by the licensee via their license amendment request (LAR)
which is necessary to demonstrate compliance with the proposed rule.

As part of this implementation plan, licensees will be divided among three
implementation tracks based upon existing margin to the revised requirements and anticipated
level of effort to demenstrate compliance. The purpose of the staged implementation approach
is to bring licensees into compliance as quickly as possible, while accounting for: 1) more effort

wil -

and longer schedule: ecessary for plantswhichz_e‘quire new LOCA analyses with revised X

LOCA models; and 2) differences between realistic and Appendix K LOCA models.
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n
Lastly, the tracks will begin to conduct periodic breakaway tes;@me year afterthey are X
~ A
in full compliance. (Track 1 to being periodic breakaway testing in Year 3, Track 2 in //ear 5and A

Track 3 in Year 6.) The results of these tests will be included in the annual ECCS submittal.

Regulatory Guidance
There are three draft regulatory guides developed along with the proposed rule. These
regulatory guides would be available for use as guidance immediately upon their issuance in

final form; issuance in final form may pre-date the necessary date for compliance with the rule

as specified in paragraph (o) of § 50.46c.
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RESPONSE SHEET
TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary
FROM: Commissioner Apostolakis
SUBJECT: SECY-12-0034 - PROPOSED RULEMAKING - 10 CFR

50.46c: EMERGENCY CORE COOLING SYSTEM
PERFORMANCE DURING LOSS-OF-COOLANT
ACCIDENTS (RIN 3150-H42)

Approved _ X - Disapproved Abstain
Not Participating -

COMMENTS: Below X Attached X None

| approve publication of the proposed ruie on Performance-Based Emergency Core Cooling
Systems (ECCS) Cladding Acceptance Criteria as presented in Enclosure 1 to SECY-12-0034,
and as modified by the staff's June 1, 2012 memo to the Commission, subject to the attached
changes. The staff should also make the attached changes to the Regulatory Analysis prior to
publication of the proposed rule.

I commend the staff for its pursuit of the research that identified previously unknown cladding
embritttement mechanisms. The staff did a good job summarizing the highly-complex technical
issues that form the basis for this proposed rule. | am especially pleased with the staff's
success in developing a performance-based rule that applies to all light water reactors,

regardless of fuel design or cladding material.

SIGNATURE

6/22/12

DATE

Entered on “STARS” Yes x No
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Tara Inverso, Office of Nuciear Reactor

Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, telephone:

301-415-1024, e-mail: Tara.lnverso@nrc.qov; or Paul M. Clifford, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation, U.S.-Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, telephone:
301-415-4043, e-mail: Paul.Clifford@nrc.gov -

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

VL.

Accessing Information and Submitting Comments

Background

Operating Piant Safety

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Public Comment on Advance Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking

Proposed Requirements for ECCS Performance During LOCAs

A. Applicability of Performance-Based Rule; Consideration of PRM-50-71

B. Performance-Based Aspects of the Proposed Rule

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Hydrogen-Enhanced Beta-Layer Embrittlement
Oxygen Ingress from Cladding Inside Diameter
Breakaway Oxidation

Applicability of Ductility Based Analytical Limits in the Burst Region

Lon@m Cooling

C. Reporting Requirements

D. Consideration of PRM-50-84: Thermal Effects of Crud and Oxide Layers

E. Implementation

Section-by-Section Analysis



The specific experimental technique for measuring cladding ductility (i.e., > 1.00 percent
permanent strain prior to failure during ring-compression loading at a temperature of

135 °C and a displacement rate of 0.033 milimeters per second (mm/sec)) was removed
from the rule and provided as one approved method within draft regulatory guide
(DG)-1262, “Testing for Postquench Ductility,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110840283).
The specific experimental technique for measuring time until breakaway oxidation (i.e.,
hydrogen uptake reaches 200 weight part per million (wppm) anywhere on a cladding
segment subjected to high temperature steam oxidation ranging from 1200 °F to 1875 °F
(649 °C to 1024 °C)) was removed from the rule and provided as one approVed method
within DG-1261, “Conducting Periodic Testing for Breakaway Oxidation Behavior,”
(ADAMS Accession No. ML110840089).

The proposed risk-informed change to the reporting requirements (objective threé of the
ANPR) was abandoned. The maijority of public comments received on the proposed
reporting criteria suggested that the concept was complex, and might promote
unnecessary burden or misinterpretation.

The applicability of the zirconium-based alloy fuel specific performance requirements
was expanded to include uranium-plutonium mixed oxide fuel.

post-quench duchiliy
The applicability of the, PQD analytical limits in DG-1263, “Establishing Analytical Limits

A
for Zirconium-Based Alloy Cladding,” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110871607) was
expanded to encompass cladding hydrogen concentration up to 800 wppm.
Many changes and improvements were made in the development of DG-1261,

DG-1262, and DG-1263.

A staged implementation plan was developed.
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V. Proposed Requirements for ECCS Performance During LOCAs

The proposed rule would establish a general, performance-based rule governing ECCS
performance for light-water nuclear powér reactors (LWR), regardless of fuel design or cladding
material. This represenfs a significant change from the current ECCS regulations, which apply
to “uranium oxide pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO™ cladding.” Because ECCS
system requirements must be expressed independent of fuel type, and because ECCS system
performance ultimately must be based upon maintaining the fuel used in a safe (analyzed)
condition, the new rule separates the ECCSA system requirements from the need for the
applicant/licensee to establish the fuel system design performance criterfa constituting a safe
condition.

In proposed § 50.46c¢, the specified performance objectives of the systems, structures,
and components of the ECCS are to provide residual heat removal during and following a
postulated LOCA. As with the current regulations, the ECCS performance is demonstrated by
NRC-approved evaluation models in proposed § 50.46c. Specific performance requirements
and analytical limits have been established for fuel designs consisting of uranium oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium oxide pellets within zirconium cladding alloys which account for recent
research findings. New performance objectives and analytical limits may be necessary for other
fuel designs to take into consideration all degradation mechanisms and-any unique features of
the particular fuel system fe;:vhich the ECCS is trying to cool.

The propbsed rule follows the general regulatory approach of the existing regulations by
establishing non-prescriptive, performance-based regulatory language for demonstrating
acceptable ECCS system performance and determining the fuel's performance characteristics.
However, because the embrittlement criteria in the current regulations for fuel with zirconium-

based cladding continue to be acceptable (although incomplete, as will be discussed) the
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proposed rule retains the current regulations’ 2200 °F limit for fuel with zirconium-based
cladding as well as limitations on oxidation and hydrogen generation.

The organization and CFR designations of the NRC'’s requirements governing ECCS
(currently in § 50.46) and reactor cooling venting systems (currently in § 50.46a) are expected
to change, as a result of: 1) ongoing rulemaking activities; 2) the proposed implementation
schedule for those activities; and 3) the need to maintain the current requirements in place for
those licensees that have not transitioned to the new requirements (following the
implementation schedule which would be provided in the final rule). A detailed description of

the transition of CFR designations is provided in Section VI, “Section by Section Analysis.”

A. Applicability of Performance-Based Rule; Consideration of PRM-50-71

The NRCVproposes to expand the applicability of the rule from “uranium oxide pellets
within cylindrical zircaloy 6r ZIRL_OTM cladding” to any LWR, regardless of fuel design or
cladding material. The proposed rule would be applicable to applicants for and holders of
construction permits, operating licenses, combined licenses, and standard design approvals and
;(?applicants for certified designs and for manufacturing licenses. The only exception to the
rule’s applicability would be for any licensee which has submitted certifications for permanent
cessation of operations and permanent removal of fuel from the reactor vessel, in accordance
with § 50.82(a)(1).

Over the past 10 years, the NRC has granted exemptions from the requirements of
§ 50.46 (in accordance with § 50.12(a)) to licensees utilizing approved fue! designs with M5
zirconium-based alloy cladding and, more recently, to licensees using approved fuel designs
with Optimized ZIRLO™ zirconium-based alloy cladding.

The proposed rule includes general performance requirements for future LWR fuel
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geometry (i.e., cladding embrittiement for zirconium-based alloys). However, due to their limited
number relative to the total core populatioﬁ, any unforeseen degradation or performance during
a postulated LOCA would not challenge the general performance requirements. As such,
compliance with ECCS performance requirements of § 50.46c¢ is not required for this limited
number of failed fuel rods.

This proposed extension to all LWR fuel types addresses an NEI petition for rulemaking
(PRM-50-71) dated March 14, 2000, as amended to on April 12, 2000, which requested that the
applicable regulations be amended to allow for the introduction of advanced zirconium-based
alloy claddings, thus eliminating the need for a licensee to pursue an exemption for alioys which
did not meet the definition of “zircaloy or ZIRLO™.” If the NRC adopts the proposed rule in final

form, then PRM-50-71 would be granted and resolved.

B. Performance-Based Aspects of the Proposed Rule

The systems, structures, and components of the ECCS are designed to provide residual
heat removal during and following a postulated LOCA. Failure of the ECCS to perform its
intended functioq would result in a loss of coolable geometry followed by core reconfiguration.
While them ECCS performance requirements are simple in nature (i.e., remove residual
heat and maintain core temperatures at acceptable levels), the system capabilities and
capacities must be designed based on specified performance objectives taking into
consideration all degradation mechanisms and any unique features of the particular fuel system
Je?\n//hich the ECCS is trying to cool. Sufficient empirical data must be available for the
particular fuel system to identify all degradation mechanisms (e.g., embrittiement, loss of

structural integrity) and any unique features (e.g., eutectic or exothermic reactions, combustible

gas generation) to specify both acceptable core temperatures and the duration for which the
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ECCS must remove residual heat. In addition, fuel-specific analytical requirements may be
necessary to accurately or conservatively model unique phenomena which impact the ECCS
performance demonstration (e.g., fuel rod balloon and burst, cladding inside-diameter oxygen
ingress).

To achieve the rulemaking objective of developing a more performance-based rule,
significant changes in format and structure are being proposed relativé to § 50.46. In place of
the current prescriptive § 50.46(b) analytical limits, the proposed rule would define the following

princi pa,\
principle ECCS performance requirements:
o Core temperature during and following the LOCA event does not exceed the analytical
limits for the fuel design used for ensuring acceptable performance.
e The ECCS provides sufficient coolant so that decay heat will be removed for the
extended period of time required by the long-lived radioactivity remaining in the core.

In addition, the propqsed rule would dictate specific analytical requirements for
demonstrating compliancevy the ECCS performance requirements. For instance, to
demonstrate compliance V\fith these system performance requirements, fuel-specific
performance objectives and associated analytical limits which take into consideration all
degradation mechanisms and any unique features of the particular fuel system would be
established, along with an NRC-approved evaluation model, by which to judge the ECCS
performance.

The proposed rule includes specific performance requirements for fuel designs
consisting of uranium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical
zirconium-alloy cladding by which to judge ECCS performance. These performance

requirements incorporate the ﬁn&ings of the NRC LOCA research program. New performance

objectives and analytical limits may be necessary for other fuel designs.
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For uranium oxide or mixed uranium-plutonium oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical
know N

zirconium-alloy cladding, allAdegradation mechanisms and unique features have been identified,
specific performance objectives defined, and fuel design specific performance requirements
have been established and included in the proposed rule. For this fuel system design, the
performance objective is to maintain the coolable fuel rod bundle array. In other words, the
objective is to maintain fuel pellets withir;\‘r'r)‘(e‘cladding and fuel rods within the fuel bundie lattice.
Existing models and methods are capable of accurately predicting core temperatures and
demonstrating ECCS performance provided this core configuration is maintained. To achieve
this performance objective, the ECCS must limit core temperatures to prevent high-temperature
cladding failure, prevent brittie cladding failure (i.e., maintain PQD and prevent breakaway
oxidation), and minimize hydrogen gas generation, and provide for long-term residual heat
removal for the long-lived fission decay products associated with urahium oxide or uranium-
plutonium oxide fuel.

The following § 50.46(b) requirements would remain unchanged in the proposed
§ 50.46¢:

o Peak cladding temperature. The calculated maximum fuel element cladding
temperature shall not exceed 2200 °F. The peak cladding temperature requirements
currently in § 50.46(b)(1) would be moved to § 50.46¢(g)(1)(i).

e Maximum hydrogen generation. The calculated total amount of hydrogen generated
from the chemical reaction of the cladding with water or steam shall not exceed 0.01
times the hypothetical amount that would be generated if all of the metal in the cladding
cylinders surrounding the fuel, excluding the cladding surrounding the plenum volume,

were to react. The maximum hydrogen generation limits currently in § 50.46(b)(3) would

be moved to § 50.46¢c(g)(1)(iv).
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exceeds any acceptance criteria and is itself not significant.
The licensee must:

a. Submit an annual report documenting the change(s), error(s), or operation along
with estimated magnitude of changes in predicted results.

b. Revise UFSAR.

c. Use the UFSAR PCT/ECR predictions as a baseline for future evaluations.

2.- Change, error or operation which does not result in any predicted response which
exceeds any acceptance criteria but is significant.
The licensee must:

a. Submit a 30-day report documenting the change(s), error(s), or operation,
estimated magnitude of changes in predicted results, and the schedule for
providing a new AOR. The NRC will review the newAEOR).

b. Revise UFSAR to include new AOR. analysis o¥ cecord

c. Use the UFSAR PCT/ECR predictions as a baseline for the future evaluations.

3. Change, error or operation which results in any predicted response to exceed
acceptance criteria.
The licensee must:

a. Take immediate actions to bring plant into compliance with acceptance criteria.

b. Report the change, error or operation under §§ 50.55(e), 50.72, and 50.73, as
applicable.

c. Submit a 30-day report documenting the change(s), error(s), or operation,
estimated magnitude of changes in predicted results, and the schedule for
providing a new AOR. The NRC will review the new AOR.

d. Revise UFSAR to include new AOR.
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previously approved realistic evaluation model, revisions to existing evaluation model, new
LOCA break spectrum analysis, multiple rod survey (e.g., BU — rod power tradeoff), technical
specification or core operating limit report (COLR) changes, licensees would need to submit the
new LOCA AOR and, where applicable, a license amendment request updating COLR list of
approved methods.

The NRC has developed a phased implementation approach for applicants and holders
of standard design approvals, design certifications, combined ing licenses and
manufacturing licenses granted under Part 52.

The proposed implementation plan for reactors approved under Part 52 would allow the
appiicant for a design certification, standard design approval, or manufacturing license either
submitted to or docketed by the NRC prior to the effective date of the rule, to come into
‘compliance with the rule at the time of any application for renewal.

An applicant for a design certification, standard design approval, or manufacturing
license submitted or docketed after the effective date of the rule must comply with the provisions
of the rule.

The holder of a combined license granted prior to the effective date of the rule woulid be
permitted to operate the plant for one fuel cycle before demonstrating compliance with the rule.
Doing so would permit adequate time to submit demonstration of compliance with the rule prior
to achieving fuel burnup for which the cladding limitations are imposed by the rule. In this case
the holder of the combined Mﬂz;:se would be required to remain in compliance with the
ECCS performance acceptance criteria in place at the time the combined epefaﬁaﬁ-c;nse was
granted.

Applicants for combined licenses docketed after the effective date of the rule must

comply with the provisions of the rule.
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The proposed rule reflects the NRC’s determination that reactor designs reviewed and
approved under Part 52 should have the same constraints as the reactors operating under Part
50 with respect to development, submittal and approval of ECCS performance models
necessary to demonstrate compliance with this rule. Alloy-specific hydrogen uptake models and
all ECCS performance model updates would be expected to be submitted in a timely manner for
NRC review and approval so that demonstration of the ECCS performanée with respect to the
analytical limits would not impact plant operation more than is necessary.

The proposed rule aiso reflects the NRC'’s expectation that, for new reactors licensed to
operate prior to the effective date of the rule, operation:;rl.east the initial fuel cycle using fuel
which has not been analyzed under the proposed rule’s provisions accounting for burn-up
effectsgdoes not present an adequate protection concern. During the initial fuel cycle, the NRC
believes that burn-up effects would not be limiting, and the current ECCS rule’s acceptance

criteria are sufficient during the initial fuel cycle to provide reasonable assurance of adequate

protection with respect to overall ECCS performance.

VI. Section-by-Section Analysis
The organization and CFR designations of the NRC's requirements gdverning
emergency core cooling (curfently in § 50.46) and reactor cooling venting systems (currently in
§ 50.46a) are expected to change. These changes would result from:

1) The current schedule for Commission serial adoption of two rulemakings: i) the
finalization of the proposed rule on risk-informed changes to ECCS systems, currently
referred to as the § 50.46a rulemaking, followed by; ii) the finalization of this proposed
rule on performance-based changes to ECCS requirements and cladding acceptance

criteria, currently referred to as the § 50.46c rulemaking;
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NA NA
§ 50.46a Reactor Coolant | Redesignated as § 50.46b | (Redesignation as (Redesignation as
Venting Systems § 50.46b completed) § 50.46b completed)
Performance-based ECCS NA § 50.46¢c Alternate Fuel NA
and Cladding Cladding Requirements (administrative rulemaking
Requirements , would: (i) remove
curmrently designated superseded fuel cladding
in draft proposed . requirements in § 50.46;
rulemaking package and (ii} redesignate
as § 50.46¢c § 50.46c as § 50.46.)

A. Section 50.46¢ - Heading
A new section, § 50.46¢, would be created in 10 CFR Part 50 by this rulemaking. The
heading of § 50.46c would be “Emergency core cooling system performance during loss-

of-coolant accidents.”

B. Section 50.46¢(a) - Applicability

Paragraph (a) would define the applicability of the proposed rule which remains limited
to LWR, but would be expanded beyond fuel designs consisting of uranium oxide peliets within
cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO™ cladding. The proposed rule would also be applicable to
applicants for and holders of construction permits, operating licenses, combined licenses, and
standard design approvals, and aiso to applicants fo;\ sertified-designe and for manufacturing
standasd dcsian certifications

licenses.

C. Section 50.46¢(b) - Definitions
Paragraph (b) would provide definitions for terms used in this section. The definitions of
Loss-of-coolant accident and Evaluation model would remain unchanged from those currently

located in § 50.46(c)(1) and (c)(2), respectively.
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Similar to the requirements of paragraph (0)(5), such applicants will have had ample time
necessary to comply with the provisions of the rule.

Paragraph (0)(7) would require standard design certifications, standard design ele
approvals, and manufacturing licenses, along with new branches of certifications ndefg;?t?f&
whose applications are pending as of the effective date of the rule to comply with § 50.46¢ no
later than the time of renewal. Those entities that are in the approval process at the time the rule
becomes effective will be required to comply at time of renewal. This will provide ample time to
develop and receive approval for the methodologies necessary to comply with the rule.
Paragraph (0)(8) would require combined licenses under Part 52 that are docketed after the
effective date of the rule to comply with the provisions of the rule.

Paragraph (0)(9) would require applications for combined licenses under Part 52 that are
docketed or issued after the effective date of the rule to comply with § 50.46¢ no later than
completion of the first fueling outage after the initial fuel load. Those entities which are granted
combined licenses prior to the effective date of the rule must comply with the rule no later than

the first refueling outage after initial fuel load. This affords those entities ample time to develop

and submit the necessary methodologies.

K. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix K ECCS evaluation models.
In Appendix K, a new paragraph 11.6 would be added to clarify that, for those entities that
have implemented § 50.46¢, the requirements for documentation are located within

§ 50.46¢(d)(3).

L. Redesignation of Venting Requirements in Section 50.46a

This proposed rule would redesignate the current § 50.46a, “Acceptance criteria for
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each re-load batch. The NRC requests specific comment on the type of data reported and the
proposed frequency of required testing. The objective of periodic testing is to prevent m *
fuel from being loaded into a reactor. At the same time, the objective is to do so without adding
fequirements S

ineffectiveAand unnecessary burden. er sampling approaches may be more x X
effective. For example, should the licensee be required to report data relevant solely to their
reload fuel batch or should the licensee be able to report representative data based on periodic
testing (e.g., test every 10,000 rods, tubing lot, or ingot) of the same zirconium-based alloy
cladding compiled during the period from the last report.

NRC Question 2. The NRC is proposing, in § 50.46¢(0), a staged implementation plan
for the proposed rule. As part of this plan, licensees have been divided among three
implementation tracks based upon existing margin to the revised requirements and anticipated
level of effort to demonstrate compliance. The NRC requests specific comment on the staged
implementation plan, track>assignments, or alternative means to implement the requirements of
the proposed rule. S

NRC Question 3. The NRC is proposing, in § 50.46¢(0)(5) through (9), an
implementation approach which takes into account vafieus-combinaﬁeas'of%)esign certificatio@ KX
standard design approvals, manufacturing licenses and combined epe&eﬁﬂgflicens@nd their x X
status in relation to the effective date of the rule. The proposed implementation plan for new
reactors would allow th?gpplicar@or a design certification, standard design approval, and x x
manufacturing license under review at the time of the effective date of the rule to come into
compliance with the rule at time of renewal. The holder of a combined opereﬁa?ﬁense issued x
prior to the effective date of the rule would be permitted to operate the plant for one fuel cycle

before coming into compliance with the rule. Thus, the NRC is proposing to recognize that new

reactors may operate for the initial fuel cycle wit,'h fuel for which the burnup effects being
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accounted for in the rule would not be a consideration. Applications for design certifications,
standard design approvals, manufacturing licenses and combined licenses submitted after the
effective date of the rule would be expected to be in compliance with the rule at the time of
approval.

intluding suqqesﬁms
The NRC is requesting input regarding this implementation proposal and-f-there-ts—a

4o a\lernoke approaches
simpier-approach-thet-could-be-taken.
NRC Question 4. Paragraph (g)(1)(v) of the proposed rule would require that a specified
and NRC-approved limit on long-term peak cladding temperature be established which
preserves a measure of cladding ductility throughout the period of long®arm demonstration X
(e.g., 30 days). The current regulatio&} 50.46(b)(5@ipulates that long-term temperature be x &

maintained “at an acceptably low value.” The proposed rule would define the

The overa\l geal oF
performance-based rlnetrlc to judge an acceptably low temperature. Buctrhfy-vs-a—favggble *
Jud p

maintain their coolable bundle array. The NRC is requesting input regarding this performance
objective to determine if this is the most suitable performance-based metric to demonstrate
long-term cladding performance.

Alternatively, the proposed rule could establish an analytical limit of long-term fuel rod
cladding temperature related to observed corrosion behavior. For example, the Pressurized
Water Reactor Owners Group (PWROG) has applied as a long-term core cooling acceptance
criterion that the cladding temperature be maintained below 800 °F. Doing so will ensure that
additional corrosion and hydrogen pickup over a 30-day period will not significantly affect
cladding properties. Topical Report (TR) WCAP-16793-NP, Revision 1, "Evaluation of
Long-Term Cooling Considering Particulate, Fibrous and Chemical Debris in the Recirculating

+he
Fluid," Appendix A (ADAMS Accession No. ML091190484). The NRC seeks comment on this
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@\f \ov&—o'\"c'm whether (O*G\cr\'c-\'c\:sm *hf, 800
acceptance criterionfandgfthere is justification for a different temperature limi \x provid x

NRC Question 5. The NRC is considering the cumulative effects of regulation (CER) as
it relates to this rulemaking. The CER consists of the challenges licensees face in addressing
the implementation of new regulatory positions, programs, and requirements (e.g., rulemaking,
guidance, generic letters, backfits, inspections). The CER stems from the total burden imposed
on licensees by the NRC from simultaneous or consecutive regqlatory actions that can
adversely affect the licensee’s capability to implement those requirements while continuing to
operate or construct its facility in a safe and secure manner.

During the development of this proposed rulemaking, the NRC engaged external
stakeholders through muitiple public meetings, an ANPR, and public comments. Additionally, '
the proposed rule would establish a staged implementation plan which reduces overall
implementation burden on licensees.

With regard to CER, the NRC requests specific comment on the proposed rule’s
implementation schedule in light of any existing CER challenges; specifically:

a. Does the proposed rule’s effective date, compliance date, or submittal dates provide
sufficient time to implement the new proposed requirements including changes to programs,
procedures, and the facility, in light of any ongoing CER challenges?

b. If there are ongoing CER challenges, what do you suggest as a means to address
this situation (e.g., if more time is required for implementation of the new requirements, what
time period is sufficient)?

c. Are there unintended consequences (e.g., does the proposed rule create conditions

that would be contrary to the proposed rule’s purpose and objectives)? If so, what are the
gplease comment on the NRC's cost and benefit estimates in the

unintended consequences?

proposed rule regulatory analysis. Specifically, please comment on the vendor hydrogen
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Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action:

This environmental assessment focuses on those aspects of the proposed rulemaking in
which the revised requirements could potentially affect the environment. The NRC has
concluded that there will be no significant radiological environmental impacts associated with
the implementation of the proposed rule requirements for the following reasons:

1) The proposed amendments to the ECCS requirements of § 50.46 aré unrelated to
the integrity of reactor coolant system piping whose sudden failure would initiate a LOCA.
Therefore, the proposed rule does not affect the probability of an accident.

2) The proposed amendments to the Part 50 ECCS requirements are unrelated to the
systems, structures and components which mitigate the consequences of a LOCA. These
proposed amendments, if approved, would revise and expand the performance requirements for
which the ECCS response is judged. With these enhancements, the reactor core would remain
coolable. Therefore, the consequences of a postulated LOCA are not changed by the proposed
- rule.

3) The proposed amendments to the Part 50 ECCS requirements would not impact a
facility’s release of radiological effluents during and following a postulated LOCA. Therefore,
the rule does not affect the amount of effluent released as a result of a possible accident.

This proposed rulemaking would amend calculated evaluation models used to assess
the emerg.ency core cooling system'’s response to a postulated LOCA. The rulemaking would
not affect any other procedures used to operate the plant, nor alter the plant’s gedmetry or
construction. Further, the proposed amendments wouid ensure post quench ductility and core
coolability following a postulated LOCA, and as such, would not affect the dose to any plant
workers following postulated accidents. Similarly, dose to any individual member of the public

would not be affected.
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For the reasons discussed, the action will nof significantly increase the probability or
consequences of accidents, nor result in changes being made in the types of any effluents that
may be released off-site, and there would be no increase in occupational or public radiation
exposure.

With regard to potential nonradiological impacts, the proposed rule yvould have no
significant impact on the environment. The proposed rule to revise and expand the ECCS
performance requirements would be applied by an NRC nuclear reactor power plant licensee to
the restricted area of its facility only, and in many cases would not result in any physical
changes to the plant. Restricted areas of nuclear power plants are industrial portions of the
facility constructed upon previously disturbed land, to which access is limited to authorized
personnel. As such, itis extrefnely unlikely that the proposed amendments, if approved, would
create any significant impact on any aquatic or terrestrial habitat in the vicinity of the plant, or to
- any threatened, endangered, or protected species under the Endangered Species Act, or have
any impacts to essential fish habitat covered by the Magnuson-Steven(aA/ct.] Similarly, it is
extremely unlikely that there will be any impacts to socioeconomic, or to historic properties and
cultural resources.

The proposed amendments would not affect the facility, structures, systems and
components (SSCs) or operator actions. Therefore, there would be no significant
nonradiological environmental impacts associated with the proposed action.

Licensee compliance with the proposed amendments would require an additional license
amendment. A National Environmental Policy Act analysis would be conducted for each

licensee-specific license amendment review.
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An estimate of the number of annual responses: 301
The estimated number of annual respondents: 71 during the first three years of implementation;
a total of 115 will be impacted by the rule.
An estimate of the total number of hours needed annually to complete the requirement or
request: 47,858 hours (48,058 hours reporting and -200 hours recordkeeping)
Abstract: |

| The NRC is proposing to amend its regulations to revise the acceptance criteria for the
emergency core cooling system (ECCS) for light-water nuclear power reactors as currently
required by 10 CFR Part 50. The rule would establish a five-year staged implementation
approach to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the migration to the new ECC
requirements. As the first step, vendors will develop, and submit to the NRC for review via
topical reports, hydrogen pickup modeis and LOCA model updates. The vendors would also
obtain post-quench ductility (PQD) analytical methods by either selecting analytical limits
provided in a regulatory guide, using an NRC-approved experimental approach, or using an
experimental approach developed by the vendor. Those PQb limits developed via an
experimental method would be submitted to the NRC via a topical report. The vendors would
also perform long-term cooling tests to determine Io@m cooling limit for each of the nine X
- cladding alloys. In addition, vendors would perform initial breakaway testing. The licensees
would report the initial breakaway results to the NRC via their license amendment request.
Those licensees that meet the new -requirements without new analyses or model revisions.
would complete any necessary engineering calculations, update their plant UFSAR, and provide
a letter report to the NRC documenting compliance. Those licensees which would require new
analyses or model revisions to demonstrate compliance would be required to submit a new

LOCA analysis of record. The rule would also require licensees to conduct periodic breakaway
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testing, and include those resuits in the yearly ECCS report. Lastly, the rule would add a
requirement to report errors in ECR to the NRC. This would be submitted within the same
yearly ECCS report.

The NRC is seeking public comment on the potential impact of the information
collections contained in this proposed rule k*pwposeé—pel&eys:a«emﬂ%rg on the following
issues:

1. Is the proposed information collection necessary for the proper performance of the -
functions of the NRC, including whether the information will have practical utility?

2. Is the estimate of burden accurate?

3. lIs there a way to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be
collected?

4. How can the burden of the information collection be minimized, including the use of
automated collection techniques?

The public may examine and have copied, for a fee, publicly available documents,
including the draft supporting statement, at the NRC’s Public Document Room, One White Flint
North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Room O-1 F21, Rockville, Maryland, 20852. OMB clearance
requests are available at the NRC worldwide Web site: http://www.nrc.gov/public-involve/doc-
comment/omb/index.html. The document will be available on the NRC home page site for 60
days after the signature date of this notice.

Send comments on any aspect of these proposed information collections, including
suggestions for reducing the burden and on the p(eviously stated issues, by [INSERT DATE 30
DAYS AFTER PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER] to the Information Services
Branch (T-5 F53), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, or by

Internet electronic mail to INFOCOLLECTS.Resource@nrc.gov and to the Desk Officer, Chad
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entities” set forth in the Regulatory Flexibility Act or the size standards established by the NRC

(§ 2.810).

XVIIl. Backfitting and Issue Finality

Proposed 10 CFR 50.46¢ Rule

The proposed rule, 10 CFR 50.46¢, would apply to current nuclear power plant
licensees (including holders of renewed licenses). The proposed rule would apply to all current
and future applicants for combined licenses under Part 52 regardless of fuel design or cladding
material, including all current and future applicants for combined licenses under Part 52 that
reference one of the existing standard design certification rules in Part 52, Appendices A -
through D. The proposed rule would apply to all current and future applicants for LWR standard
design certification rules under Part 52. Finally, the proposed rule would apply to all future
applicants for manufacturing licenses under Part 52 (there are no current applicants or holders
of manufacturing licenses). Each of these classes of licenses and regulatory approvals is

discussed in the following sections.

Operating Licenses
With respect to current nuclear power plant licensees, the NRC assumes that imposition

of the proposed rule would constitute backfitting as defined in § 50.109(a)(1). However, the

NRC believes that the proposed rule must be imposed upon current nuclear power plant

The proposed
licensees in order to ensure adequate protection to the public health and safetxby-sestemg—&ar
ru,\c w\\\ g—,r\ cute +\r\u‘\" -\'v\e \cvc\ of 'p(o—\—ec{—\ on \'v\\— macé 4o

ie mainkaned
wetld be achieved ethﬁeughout-the-enﬂre-temﬂeensed-operahun')'by the current rule

Therefore, the NRC has determined that the proposed rule is necessary to ensure that the
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facility provides adequate protection to the health and safety of the public, and that a backfit
analysis as described in §§ 50.109(a)(3) and (b) need not be prepared under the exception in
§ 50.109(a)(4)(ii).

Imposing the redefinition of fuel cladding acceptance criteria on current nuclear power
plant licensees is justified under the provisions of § 50.109(a)(4)(ii) as the requirements of thé
proposed rule are necessary to ensure adequate protection to the public health and safety by

)
restorimg-that level of protection (i.e., reasonable assurance of adequate protection) which the
NRC thought would be achieved (throughout the entire term of licensed operation) by the
current rule. |

information developed through the NRC’s high burnup fuel research program has
identified that the current criterion for preventing fuel cladding embrittlement may not be
adequate to ensure the health and safety of the public. As discussed in Sections Il and V of this
Statement of Considerations, zirconium-based alloy fuel cladding materials may be subject to
embrittiement at a lower co.mbination of temperature and level of oxygen absorption (17
percent) than currently allowed under § 50.46(b)(1) due to absorption of hydrogen during normal
operation. The proposed rule would correct those limits initially established to prevent
embrittiement of zirconium-based alloy cladding material based on the new research
information. In addition, the research work has identified new phenomena, such as breakaway
oxidation and oxygen diffusion from the cladding inside surfaces, which are believed to further
adversely affect the fuel cladding embrittiement process. Thus, post quench ductility (which is

necessary to ensure coolable core geometry)® is not guaranteed following a postulated LOCA.

- *The Commission concluded, as part of the 1973 Emergency Core Cooling System rulemaking, that
retention of ductility in the zircaloy cladding material was determined to be the best guarantee of its
remaining intact during the hypothetical loss-of-coolant accident, thereby maintaining a coolable core
geometry. See Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core Cooling Systems for Light-Water-Cooled
Nuclear Power Reactors, CLI-73-39, at page 1098 (December 28, 1973)..
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The proposed rule would establish new requirements for zirconium-based alloys to prevent
breakaway oxidation and account for oxygen diffusion from the oxide fuel pellet during the
operating life of the fuel. In sum, the NRC believes that imposing the requirements of the

ensuve Mot
proposed rule is necessary to prevent embrittlement of fuel cladding and to gestere-the rule te

mavains _
thetevetof reasonable assurance of adequate protection to public health and safety.

Combined License Applicants

Imposing the requirements of the probosed rule on current and future applicants for
combined licenses under Subpart C of Part 52 would not constitute backfitting. Neither the
Backfit Rule nor the finality provisions for combined licenses in §§ 52.83 or 52.98 protect either
a current or prospective applicant for a combined license from changes in the NRC rules and
regulations. The NRC Has long adopted the position that the Backfit Rule does not protect
current or prospective applicants from changes in NRC requirements or guidance because the
policies underlying the Backfit Rule 'are largely inapplicable in the context of a current or future

application. This position also applies to each of the issue finality provisions in Part 52.

Standard Design Certifications

Imposing the requirements of the proposed rule on current and future applicants for
standard design certification rules would not constitute backfitting. Neither the Backfit Rule nor
the finality provisions for final design certification rules in § 52.63 protect either a current or
prospective applicant for a standard design certification rule from changes in the NRC rules and

regulations.
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415, 96 Stat. 2073 (42 U.S.C. 2239). Section 50.78 also issued under sec. 122, 68 Stat. 939 (42
U.S.C. 2152). Sections 50.80-50.81 also issued under sec. 184, 68 Stat. 954, as amended (42

U.S.C. 2234). Appendix F also issued under sec. 187, 68 Stat. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2237).
2. In § 50.8, paragraph (b) is revised to read as follows:

§ 50.8 Information collection requirements: OMB approval.

(b) The approved information coliection requirements contained in this part appear in
§§ 50.30, 50.33, 50.34, 50.34a, 50.35, 50.36, 50.36a, 50.36b, 50.44, 50.46, 50.46¢, 50.47,
50.48, 50.49, 50.54, 50.55, 50.55a, 50.59, 50.60, 50.61, 50.61a, 50.62, 50.63, 50.64, 50.65,
50.66, 50.68, 50.69, 50.70, 50.71, 50.72, 50.74, 50.75, 50.80, 50.82, 50.90, 50.91, 50.120, 'end

appendices A, B, E, G, H, 1, J, K, M, N, O, Q, R, and S to this part. 50.150,

3. In § 50.34, paragraphs (a)(4) and (b)(4) are revised to read as follows:
§ 50.34 Contents of applications; technical information.
(a) * * *

(4) A preliminary analysis and evaluation of the design and performance of structures,
systems, and components of the facility with the objective of assessing the risk to public health
and safety resulting from operation of the facility and including determination of the margins of

‘safety during normal operations and transient conditions anticipated during the life of the facility,
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5. A new § 50.46¢ is added to read as follows:

§ 50.46c Emergency core cooling system performance during loss-of-coolant accidents.
(a) Applicability. The requirements of this section apply to the design of a light water
nuclear power reactor (LWR), and to the following entities who design, construct or operate an
'LWR: each applicant for or holder of a construction permit under this part, each applicant for or
holder of an operating license under this part (until the licensee has submitted the certification
required under 10 CFR 50.82(a)(1) to the NRC), each applicant for or holder of a combined
license under 10 CFR part 52, each applicant for a standard design certification (including the
lete erdva Spoce’]
applicant for that design certification after the NRC has \adopted a finai design certification rule),

each applicant for a standard design approval under 10 CFR part 52, and each applicant for a

manufacturing license under 10 CFR part 52.
(b) Definitions. As used in this section:

Breakaway oxidation, for zirconium-alloy cladding material, means the fuel cladding
oxidation phenomenon in which weight gain rate deviates from normal kinetics. This change
occurs with a rapid increase of hydrogen pickup during prolonged exposure to a high

temperature steam environment, which promotes loss of cladding ductility.

Evéluation model/ means the calculational framework for evaluating the behavior of the
reactor system (including fuel) during a postulated loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA). It includes
one or more computer programs and all other information necessary for application of the
calculational framework to a specific LOCA, such as mathematical models used, assumptions
included in the programs, procedure for treating the program input and output information,

specification of those portions of analysis not included in computer programs, values of
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amendment) are docketed after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE], and new branches of these
certifications whose applications are docketed after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must
comply with this section at their issuance.

(6) Standard design certifications under part 52 issued before [EFFECTIVE DATE OF

o _ +he Hme ofF N
RULE], must comply with this section by no-tater-thamtheir renewal. :

(7) Standard design certifications, standard design approvals, and manufacturing
licenses under part 52 of this chapter issued after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] whose
applications were pending as of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] and new branches of
certifications issued after [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] whose applications were pending as

: e Yime ot
of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must comply with this section by ne-<aterthan-thei renewal.

(8) Combined licenses under part 52 of this chapter docketed after [EFFECTIVE DATE

OF RULE] must comply with this section at their issuance.

(9) Combined licenses under part 52 of this chapter docketed or issued before
[EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE] must comply with this section no later than completion of the
first refueling outage after initial fuel load. Until such compliance is achieved, the requirements

in § 50.46 continue to apply.

Table 1: Implementation dates for Nuclear Power Plants with operating licenses and

construction permits as of [EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE].
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SECY-12-0034, Enclosure 2
Regulatory Analysis for Proposed Rulemaking 10 CFR 50.46c:
“Emergency Core Cooling System Performance During Loss-of-
Coolant Accidents”



On March 14, 2000, as amended on April 12, 2000, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)
submitted a petition for rulemaking (PRM) requesting that the NRC amend its regulations in
' §§ 50.44 and 50.46 (PRM-50-71). The NEI! petition noted that these two regulations apply to
only two specific zirconium-alléy fuel cladding materials (zircaloy and ZIRLO™). The NEI stated
that reactor fuel vendors' had subsequently developed new cladding materials other than
zircaloy and ZIRLOTM and that, in order for |icejhs"eé:s.t6 use these new materials under the
regulations, licensees had to request NRC apgroval of exemptions from §§ 50.44 and 50.46.

On May 31, 2000, the NRC published a notice of receipt (65 FR 34599) and requested
public comment. The public comment period ended on August 14, 2000, and the NRC received
11 public comment letters from public citizens and the nuclear industry. Although the majority of
the comments generally supported the requests of the PRM, one commenter suggested that the
enhanced efficiency of the proposal would be at the expense of public health and safety. The
NRC disagrees with that commenter and notes that, .while the petition’s proposal would remove
specific zirconium-alloy names from the regulaiioﬁ, the NRC review and approval ofvspecific
zirconium-alloys for use as reactor fuel cladding would be required prior to their use in reactors
(with the exception of lead test assemblies permitted | technical specifications). A detailed X
discussion of the public comments submitted o;; PRM-50-71 is contained in a separate

proposed cule
document (see Section IX of the AStatement of Considerations (SOC), “Availability of x
Documents.”)

After evaluating the petition and public comments received, the NRC decided that
PRM-50-71 should be considered in the rulemaking process. The NRC'’s determination was
published in the Federal Register (FR) on November 6, 2008, (73 FR 66000). Because most of

the issues raised in this PRM pertain to § 50.46, the PRM is addressed in this proposed rule.

' For the purpose of this analysis, the term “vendor” refers to manufacturers of NRC approved
fuel assembly designs. To support implementation of the proposed requirements on individual
plant dockets, fuel vendors would submit for NRC review alloy-specific hydrogen uptake models
and LOCA model updates.



recommendations in RIL-0801, RIL-0801 has :been supplemented to reference the additional
reports and incorporate findings (ADAMS Accession No. ML113050484).

The NRC publicly released the technical basis information in RIL 0801 on May 30, 2008,
and NUREG/CR-6967 on July 31, 2008. When the NRC publicly released NUREG/CR-6967,
the NRC published in the FR a notice of availability of the RIL and NUREG/CR-6967, together
with a request for comments (73 FR 44778). In that notice, the NRC stated that these
documents and comments on the documents - would be discussed at a public workshop to be
scheduled in September 2008. The public workshop was held on September 24, 2008, and
included presentations and open discussion between representatives of the NRC, international
regulatory and research agencies, domestic an_d international commercial power firms, fuel
vendors, and the general public. A summary of the workshop, including a list of attendees and
presentations, is available at ADAMS Accession No. ML083010496. The NRC has not
prepared responses to comments received on the technical basis information as a result of the
~July 31, 2008, Federal Register Notice (FRN) (including comments received in the 2008 public
workshop), because: i) the public workshop was held, in part, to discuss public comments on
the technical basis information, and ii) further opportunity to comment is available during the
proposed rule’s formal public comment period.

Based upon a preliminary safety assessment in response to the research findings in
RIL-0801, the NRC determined that immediate regulatory action was not required, and that
changes to the ECCS acceptance criteria to account for these new findings could reasonably be
addressed through the rulemaking process. Recogniiihg that finalization and implementation of
the new ECCS requirements would take severgl 'year's,' the NRC completed a more detailed
safety assessment which confirmed current plant safety for every operating reactor. - See

proposed nule
Section V.F of the, SOC for further information.

On March 15, 2007, Mark Leyse submitted a PRM to the NRC (ADAMS Accession No.

ML0O70871368). Inthe petitioh, which was docketed as PRM 50-84, the petitioner requests that
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Objectives
The principal objectives of the prbposed revision to the requirements for ECCS
performance for light-water nuclear power reactors are to provide more performance-based
criteria and also account for the new research |nformat|on Further, the NRC intends to expand
the apphcablhty of the rule to aII fuel desngn and fuel claddlng materials. In addition, this
proposed rule would address the issues raised in PRM-50-71 and PRM-50-84.
pProposed rule.
As noted in Section V of theASOC and expanded upon in Section XVII of the SOC, K
“Backfitting and Issue Finality,” this rulemaking is proposed because of the NRC's position that it

The proposed rule
by-restering-thattevet

is nécessary to ensure adequate protection to the public health and safety,

\m\\ e,nsufe, +V\u++he \e\r&\ cf- P(o\-c,chol\ mnc\ed-\-o

be achieved

by the current rulg\ Regulatory

guidance, in the form of three regulatory guides, were developed in order to: (1) provide a clear,
acceptable methodology for supporting and establishing the performance-based regulatory
limits called for in 50 4(29) simplify the staff's review process; and (3) reduce regulatory &
uncertainty and thereby help to minimize the costs associated with the |mplementat|on of the
regulatory requirements proposed for,\50.460. The three regulatory guides are: DG-1261, x
“Conducting Periodic Testing for Breakaway Oxidation Behavior,” (ADAMS Accession No.
ML110840089), DG-1262, “Testing for Post Quench Ductility,” (ADAMS Accession No.
ML110840283), and DG-1263, “Establishing Analytical Limits for Zirconium-Based Alloy
Cladding” (ADAMS Accession No. ML110871607).

This regulatory analysis was developed following the “Regulatory Analysis Guidelines of the

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission”

(Guidelines). In particular, with regard to adequate
protection, the Guidelines state that “The level of protection constituting ‘adequate protection’ is

that level which must be assured without regard to cost” (emphasis added). The Guidelines

* NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4, “Regulatory Analysis Guidelines of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission,” Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, September 2004.
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also state that “ . . . a proposed backfit to one or more of the facilities regulated under 10 CFR
Part 50 does not require a regulatory analysis if the resulting safety benefit is required for
purposes of compliance or adequate protection under 10 CFR 50.109(a)(4).” However, the
Guidelines note that if there is more than one way to achieve compliance or reach a level of
adequate protection, costs may be a factor in that decision. The NRC believes that a
rulemaking is the only credible regulatory action that can provide the necessary adequate

protection in this case. With resp e regulatory guides, the NRC believes that the

development of such guidanc Ais desirablelirf § 50.46q in order to ensure a consistent means of

generating and using experimental data to establish regulatory limits.

Disaggregation

In order to comply with the guidance provided in Section 4.3.2 (“Criteria for the
Treatment of individual Requirements”) of the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines, the NRC
conducted a screening review to determine if any of the individual requirements (or set of
integrated requirements) of the proposed rule are unnecessary to achieving the objectives of the
rulemaking. The NRC determined the objectives of the rulemaking are to: 1) incorporate recent
research findings; 2) establish performance-based requirements for ECCS in the event of a
LOCA; 3) expand the regulation’s applicability; and (4) incorporate the requests of two PRMs.
Furthermore, the NRC concluded that each of the proposed ruie’s requirements is necessary to
achieve one or more objectives of the rulemaking. The results of this determination are set forth

in the following table.



Table 1 — Disaggregation

Regulatory Goals 1) Revise the 2) Establish 3) Expand 4) Incorporate
for 10 CFR 50.46¢c | ECCS performance-. applicability of | requests of 2
acceptance based the- 2~ PRMs
criteria to reflect | requirements 10 CFR 50.46
recent research | to all fuel types
findings ' ' and cladding
materials
Paragraph (a)
Applicability. X X
Paragraph (b) X
Definitions.
Paragraph (d)
Emergency core X
cooling system
design.
Paragraph (g)
Fuel system

designs: uranium
oxide or mixed
uranium-plutonium X
oxide pellets within
cylindrical
zirconium-alloy
cladding.

Paragraph (k) o _
Use of NRC X X
approved fuel in ‘ :

reactor.

Paragraph (m) X

Reporting. N ]

Appenj;a};@m/( 0
CFR Part 50 / X
Paragr (1)(B)

Il. Identification and Preliminary Analysis of Alternative Approaches

Given the existing data and information, this proposed rule is considered by the NRC to
be the only credibie regulatory action to attain adequate protection. Consequently, a rulemaking
is the only regulatory action alternative considered. The no-action option is used only as a basis

against which to measure the costs and benefits of the proposed rule.

10

o A \L/,dk



_In light of recent research findings which indicate that the current regulations do not

always ensure post quench ductility (PQD) following a LOCA, this proposed rule is necessary to
| maintaining

ensure adequate protection to the public health and safety by resterinrg-that leve! of protection
(i.e, reasonable assurance of adequate protection) which the NRC thought would be achieved
(throughout the entire term of licensed operation). However, based upon a preliminary safety
assessment in response to the research findings in RIL-0801, the NRC determined that
immediate regulatory action was not required, and that changes to the ECCS acceptance
criteria to account for these new findings could reasonably be addressed through the
rulemaking process. Recognizing that finalization and implementation of the new ECCS
requirements would take several years, the NRC completed a more detailed safety assessment
which confirmed current plant safety for every operating reactor. See Section V.F of thz:sogg
for further information.

Proposed Rule

The proposed rule would amend the current regulations for ECCS acceptance criteria,
found in § 50.46(b), by establishing performance-based requirements. The proposed rule would
expand applicability to all light water reactors, regardless of fuel design or cladding materials. it
should be noted that this amendment would satisfy a request of a PRM (docketed as
PRM-50-71). The proposed rulemaking would also incorporate recent research findings which
identified previously unknown cladding embrittiement mechanisms and expanded the NRC's
knowledge of previously identified mechanisms. Specifically, the research identified that
hydrogen, which is absorbed in the cladding during normal operation, has a significant influence
on embrittlement during a postulated accident. Finally, the proposed rule would require
licensees to evaluate the thermal effects of crud and oxide layers which may have developed on

the fuel cladding. It should be noted that this amendment would satisfy a request of a PRM

(docketed as PRM-50-84).
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Assumptions

All 104 currently.operating light-water nuclear power reactors will be affected by this
proposed rule. The quantifiable impacts, (i.e., those which are able to be monetized) are the
implementation and operation costs for both industry and the NRC. All monetized costs afe
expressed in 2014 dollars, the year the rule is assumed to be implemented. Other than for
operating reactors which have indicated they would not seek a license renewal, this analysis
assumes that remaining operating reactors’ life expectancy will include a 20-year license
extension. As a result, the average license will expire in 2039. Given the rule is assumed to be
implemented in 2014, the average remaining life will be 25 years from implementation and any
recurring costs will be discounted over that time period. Any costs incurred over future years
are discounted back to 2014 vaiues. Based on the most recent NRC labor rates, an NRC
staff-year is valued at $173,000, while an annual industry staff labor rate of $200,000 is
assumed.

There are currently two design certiﬁcat'ionvs:tﬁat are expected to be renewed. Forthe
regulatory analysis, the NRC assumes that thésé are the only design certifications that will be
submitted.

The NRC assumes that there are six future operating light-water nuclear power reactors
that would be affected by this rule. The nuclear power reactors are: Watts Bar Nuclear Power
Plant, Unit 2, with an assumed beginning of operations date in 2013; Vogtle, Units 3 and 4, with

an assumed beginning of operations date of 2017; Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Units 2
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!
and 3, with an assumed beginning of operations dates of 2017 and 2019, respectively; and

Bellefonte Nuclear Station Unit 1, with an assumed beginning of operations date of 2020.°
The NRC assumes that other new design certifications could be submitted to the NRC
for approval and X\evae-sdeveloped a hypotheticél desigh certification to analyze the costs and X
benefits of the proposed rule on a design cenification?j X
The NRC also assumes that other new light-water nuclear pbwer reactors could begin to
operate in the future andhh:vse developed a hypothetical light-water nuclear power reactor to X
analyze the costs and benefits of the proposed rule on a new light-water nuclear power reactor.
The NRC assumes that no other types of reactors will be built and that there will be no
significant differences between the future operating reactors and the hypothetical reactor.
Another assumed difference in this analysis is that Industry Implementation costs are
separated into so-called direct and indirect costs. This difference is explained further in the
Industry Implementation paragraph.
This regulatory analysis assumes that the t;l;ha;i‘rule is published on January 1, 2014. It
would then take vendors approximately one y;air to submit their revised models. This regulatory
analysis assumes that nine alloy-specific cladding hydrogen uptake models would need to be
developed and twelve existing LOCA models would’ need to be revised in order to implement
the proposed rule. (To facilitate this analysis, and the assumptions within, the LOCA models
are distinguished between PQD/Breakaway and Lon@rm Cooling.) Next, we assume 1 year X
for the NRC review and comment of thé nine vendor cladding hydrogen uptake models, and 2
years for the NRC review and comment of the twelve vendor LOCA models. Next, the 65 plants

~in Track 1 would demonstrate compliance within 24 months by providing a letter report to the

NRC. No NRC review of these letters is necessary. Finally, the remaining 39 plants in Tracks 2

® Bellefonte Nuclear Station, Unit 2, as well as all other combined open«w%eg:s'ubmitted to the

NRC are too speculative in nature to be included in the regulatory analysis. QW“ cad-one
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and 3 would demonstrate compliance within 48 months and 60 months, respectively, by

submitting a new LOCA analysis of record.

Industry Implementation — This attribute is composed of indirect and direct licensee

ihplementation costs for operating reactors, design certifications and future operating reactors.
The proposed rule would require licensees of opéfating reactors, design certifications, and
future operating reactors to make use of revised ECCS analysis models based upon the new
required acceptance criteria. The revised ECCS models and alloy-specific cladding hydrogen
uptake models would be developed by vendors, at the request and expense of the licensees.
Because the vendors are not licensed by the NRC and are developing the revised ECCS
models because of the new requirements being imposed upon licensees, these costs are
considered to be indirect industrj/ implementation costs. The \)endors would also produce
licensing topical reviews describing the new models for NRC review and approval. The vendors
would also produce test data to characterize alloy performance and develop énalytical limits

4o be K
based on this test data&nclu@ithin each alloy’'s topical review.

After NRC approval in relation to operating reactors, the models wouid be run to perform
plant-specific analyses, demonstrate compliance with the proposed acceptance criteria, and to
employ the post quench ductility (PQD) analytical limits. Costs incurred by licensees under

these three tracks are considered direct industry implementation costs.

Sixty-five operating plants under Track 1. andﬁ\fﬁure operating plants with similar X
implementation steps as Track 1 would complete any necessary engineering calculations,
update their plant updated final §afety analysis reportQFSA and provide a letter report tothe = ~
NRC documenting compliancc;M &%\50.46& The plants in Track 1 meet the new requirements K
without new analysis or model revisions (beyond use of Cathcart-Pawel — Equalivalent Cladding

Reacted (CP-ECR) to integrate time-at-temperature and hydrogen uptake models to establish

PQD analytical limits), and thus would meet the new requirements with a low level of effort. The
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regardiess of fuel design. This eliminates the need for exemption requests, and represents a

benefit.

NRC Implementation — The NRC would incur several implementation costs. The first set

of costs is for the development of the regulatory guides and final rule. Once the rule is

implemented, the NRC would review and approve the approximately 21 vendor licensing topical
reviews which provide the revised ECCS analysis mod@\lext, the NRC would need to review X
the approximately 27 revised ECCS Analyses of Record (AOR) in Trac and 3 (due-to multiple Y
units sites which share common analyse;p’t‘:)gl number of AORs reduee%%&p#aats) /\ X
Lastly, the proposed rule would eliminate the need for licensees to submit an exemption request

to use materials other than “uranium oxide pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or ZIRLO cladding.”

The NRC would no longer be required to review such exemption requests, which results in a

benefit

Industry Operation — Industry would incur annual costs in performing theferiodic K
éreakaway jests These tests involve the performance of the required breakaway oxidation ="~
tests as performed by vendors and, as a result are considered indirect costs. These costs
would be incurred for plants that are both currently operating or operating in the future (does not
applyfg design certifications). The NRC notes that the proposed rule would require licensees o
to report errors in calculated equivalent claddmg reacted (ECR) in concert with reported
changes in PCT. For the purposes of this analysns the NRC assumes that the cost of reporting
ECR is negligible since licensees calculate ECR under the current regulation and are already
required to report changes to or errors in ECCS evaluation models with respect to calculated
PCT.

The NRC notes that the proposed reporting criteria is restructured and rewritten to

provide clarification on which items need to be reported, and the timeframe for reporting. The
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proposed additional language clarifies the intent of‘ the current regulation. As such, the
proposed revision does not constitute a change in burden to the NRC or the industry.

NRC Operation — NRC would experience recurring costs as a result of the industry’s

periodic breakaway tests by analyzing the test results. The NRC would also incur annual costs
as a result of reviewing reported errors in calculated ECR. However, the current regulation
requires licensees to report errors in calculated PCT, and the actions the NRC would take for an
error in ECR are the same as those actions for errors in calculated PCT. Additionally, errors in
calculated ECR would have an associated error in calculated PCT. For all of these reasons, the
NRC assumes that the change in annual cost between the current and proposed rule, with

respect to reporting ECR, are negligible.

Improvements in Knowledge - The proposed rule incorporates research findings which
identified new cladding embrittlement mechanis!r'ns':"As a result, future LOCA analysis will
e v
improve thetr predictions of cladding embrittlement.

Regulatory Efficiency — Expanding the applicability of this rule to different fuel designs

and additional cladding materials would contribute to th'?:gulatory efficiency by eliminating the

need for licensees to submit exemption requests for different fuel designs or cladding material.

Public Health (Accident) — As noted above, the NRC is initiating these new requirements
so that the risk of accidental radiation exposure to the public remains at the previously assumed
level. This corresponds to a decrease in the value of this attribute from the existing actual
value.

Occupational Health (Accident) — Similarly, the NRC assumes that the risk of an

accidental radiation exposure is now at the level it was assumed to have been prior to the
proposed rule. Again, this corresponds.to a de_ér.éase in the value of this attribute.

Onsite Property — Likewise, the NRC assumes that the risk of damage to onsite property

is now at the level it was assumed to have been prior to the proposed rule. As seen above, this
corresponds to a decrease in the value of this attribute and represents a cost savings.
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noted above, because the vendors are not Iicensed by the NRC and are developing the revised
ECCS models because of the new requiremehts being imposed upon licensees, these are
considered to be indirect industry implementation costs. The Cladding Hydrogen Uptake
Models are assumed to be performed in a one-year period in 2014 and the LOCA Models are
assumed to be performed in a 2-year period between 2013 and 2014. The Initial Breakaway
Tests are assumed to be performed in 2014. The nine hydrogen uptake models are assumed to
require 0.75 full-time equivalent (FTE)/year/alloy. (For this analysis, the NRC assumes an
industry labor rate of $200,000/year.) The 12 LOCA models (PQD and breakaway) are
assumed to require 0.75 FTE/year/alloy. The 12 LOCA models (Ion@rm cooling) are
assumed to require 0.5 FTE/year/alloy. There are also assumed to be nine Initial Breakaway
Test Models requiring a third of an FTE each and that the tests would be performed in 2014.
The 9 models of Cladding Alloys cost an estimaited:.$;1‘,350,000. Further, all 12 of the LOCA
models (which include estimates for the completion of the topical reports) area estimated to cost
$3,000,000.° The Initial Breakaway Test is expected to occur in 2014 and has an estimated
cost of $600,000.

Adding to the Licensee Implementation Costs for Operating Reactors are the Track 1,
Track 2, and Track 3 activities. The NRC assumes that there would be 50, 13, and 14 revised
AORs in the three tracks, respectively. Due to multiple unit sites which share common
analyses, the number of AORSs is less than the 164 plants. Track 1 actions would require 0.5
FTE over a two year period (0.25 FTE/year); Track 2 actions would require 1.5 FTE over‘a 3
year period (0.5 FTE/year); Track 3 actions would require 2.25 FTE over a 3 year period (0.75
FTE/year). The NRC estimates the total costs'_fo‘r these tracks range from $13,397,000 (7
percent real discount rate) to $14,371,000 (3 pié\fcent rate). Track 1 has values ranging from

$4,836,000 (7 percent) to $4,927,000 (3 percent). Track 2 ranges from $3,411,000 (7 percent)

€ In this analysis, where activities occur in 2014, no discounted values are provided.
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to $3,667,000 (3 percent). Similarly, for Track 3, the cost estimate ranges from $5,150,‘000 (7
percent) to $5,767,000 (3 percent).

Another potential indirect licensee cost for operating reactors would be the development
of new PQD analytical limits in place of utilizing tr,me‘acceptable PQD analytical limits provided in
the regulatory guide. For the purpose of this regulatory analysis, the NRC assumes that the
industry elects to establish new PQD analytical limits for two cladding alloys requiring a quarter
of an FTE per year. It is also assumed that this: teé& will be accomplished in 2014, and the
estimated cost is $100,000. The remaining seven cladding alloys will utilize the PQD analytical
limits in the regulatory guide (RG). The NRC assumes that, due to the high cost of establishing
a new experimental technique (outside the acceptable experimental technique in the RG), no
vendor will choose that method.

The last Licensee Implementation Test is the lon@rm cooling test. The NRC assumes X
that nine cladding alloys will need to be tested, requiring 0.15 FTE per year. Itis also assumed
that this test will be accomplished in 2014. The total cost for the Ion@m cooling testing is ~
estimated to be $270,000.

The proposed rule reduces licensee implementation cost by eliminating the need for
exemption requests to use materials other than.ﬂura‘nium-oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical
zircaloy or ZIRLO cladding. The NRC assuméé that 50 plants (five per year over a 1@ar X
period, beginning in 2014) would request an exemption if the proposed rule did not extend
applicability. It is also assumed that the exemption requests would require 0.2 FTE per
exemption request. This results in a total savings ranging from $1.5 million (7 percent) to $1.76
million (3 percent). The estimated implementation cost for operating reactors ranges from

$22,531,000 (7 percent) to $26,323,000 (3 percent).
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costs of the periodic breakaway testing for ope':rating reactors is $5,318,000 (7 percent) and
$8,390,000 (3 percent).

Table 6, Industry Operation Costs for Future Operating Reactors, on page 37, shows the
industry operation costs for future operating reactors. The NRC assumes that Watts Bar will
perform a periodic breakaway test in 2015, 2017 and 2019 during reloading fuel. After 2020, all
six reactors will be online and the number of reloads per year will be, on average, 4 for the 57

“years of remaining life, with an average FTE requirement of 0.05 FTE per reload. The
estimated total cost for the industry operation costs for future operating reactors ranges from
$372,000 (7 percent) to $911,000 (3 percent).

The total estimated industry operation cost for operating reactors, design certifications

and future operating reactors ranges from $5,690,000 (7 percent) to $9,301,000 (3 percent).

Total Industry Costs

Table 7, Total Industry Costs, on page 37, shows the total industry costs broken down
between direct and indirect costs as well as by implementation and operation costs. The total

industry costs range from $23,922,000 (7 percent) to $28,402,000 (3 percent).

Industry Average Implementation Costs per Designated Unit

Table 8, Industry Average lmplementétibn Cost per Designated Unit, on pages 38 — 41,
provides the estimates of the various average costs per designated unit, by type of cost for
operating reactors, design certifications and future operating reactors. As shown, the largest
average designated unit cost contributors for Qé‘era‘t'i.r;g reactors and future operating reactors
are the 3 Track Activities. Almost all of the average designated unit cost contributors for design
certifications are from the initial breakaway test. The total industry operating reactor
implementation cost per AOR estimate ranges from $225,000 (7 percent) to $235,000 (3
percent). The total industry design certification implementation estimated cost per reactor/DeQ/

design ]
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ranges from $245,000 (7 percent) to $275,000 (3 percent). The total industry future operating
reactor implementation cost per reactor/AOR estimate ranges from $273,000 (7 percent) to

$314,000 (3 percent).

NRC Implementation Costs

Table 9, NRC implementation Costs Af;ecfing Operating Reactors, Design Certifications
and Future Operating Reactors, on page 42, shows the NRC implementation costs that affect
operating reactors, design certifications and future operating reactors. Three regulatory guides
would be published as a result of this rule. The first relates to analytical limits and the second
and third to test procedures. As shown in Table 9, the NRC estimates the costs to be
approximately $865,000. This is based upon the assumptions of 5 NRC staff-years to completé
the regulatory guides, with an NRC yearly rate of $173,000. The NRC also assumes that it will

take approximately 2 calendar years to compléte the'guides.

0
The NRC would also need to develop and issue a revision to NUREG-OBOg Standard . X
for e Review of Sofey Analysis Zeports for Nuclear Power Plants: Lwiz EdwHon
Review Plan}® The cost estimates for this action wpuld require one FTE and is estimated to be
$173,000. |

The NRC would also incur costs reviewing and commenting on the hydrogen uptake
models and the LOCA models. For the hydrogen uptake models, the NRC estimates that it
would take 2 FTE at $173,000 annually, be implemented in 2015, and, therefore, ranging from
$323,000 (7 percent) to $336,000 (3 percent). The NRC review of the LOCA models (PQD,
Breakaway) is estimated to take 2 FTE/year over a two year period, beginning in 2015. The
cost for this activity is estimated to be from $625,000 (7 percent) to $662,000 (3 percent). The
NRC review of the LOCA models (lon@m cooling) is estimated to take 1 FTE/year over a tw@ A
year period, beginning in 2015. The cost for this aétivity is estimated to be from $313,000 (7

percent) to $331,000 (3 percent). Next, the NRC estimates that this final rule development
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would take approximately 6 FTE over 1.5 years, beginning in 2012, and have a cost of
approximately $1,038,000.

Table 10, NRC Implementation Costs for Operating Reactors, on pages 43 — 44, shows
the NRC implementation costs for operating reactors. The NRC's break away test review is
assumed to require 1 FTE in the year 2015. The resulting cost estimate ranges from $162,000
(7 percent) to $168,000 (3 percent).

Table 10 also provides estimated implementation costs for operating reactors for
analysis of record reviews for Tracks 2 and 3. (Track 1 compliance for operating reactors is
demonstrated through a letter report — no NRC review is necessary.) These efforts would take
place over a 2 year period and begin in the years 2016, 2018, and 2019 for the Tracks 1, 2, and
3, respectively. Because Track 1 requires no NRC review, there is no cost associated with this

Cs pace d
track. For Track 2, the range is $511,00{7 percent) to $605,000 (3 percent). Lastly, for Track
3, the values range from $478,000 (7 percent) to $588,000 (3 percent). Therefore, the total
estimated NRC implementation cost for the amendment reviews ranges from $989,000 (7
percent) to $1,193,000 (3 percent). The next NRC implementation costs for operating reactors
are a result of PQD Tests. As mentioned, the assumption is that only two cladding alloys would
need to be done under the so-called “redone NRC Version.” Per cladding alloy is assumed to
require 0.25 FTE, beginning in 2015. The resulting estimates are calculated to be $81,000 (7
percent) to $84,000 (3 percent).

The last NRC implementation costs are a result of Ion@n cooling (LTC) tests. The
assumption is that the NRC review would require 0.15 FTE for each of the 9 cladding alloys,
beginning in 2015. The resulting estimates are calculated to be $219,000 (7 percent) to
227,000 (3 percent).

The proposed rule eliminates the need for the NRC to review licensee exemption
requests to use materials other than uranium-oxide fuel pellets within cylindrical zircaloy or

ZIRLO cladding; this represents a cost savings. The NRC assumes that 50 plants (five per year
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over a 1(@m period, beginning in 2014) would request an exemption if the proposed rule did
not extend applicability. It is also assymed that NRC review of the exemption requests would
require 0.1 FTE per exemption request. This results in a total savings ranging from $750,000 (7
percent) to $879,000 (3 percent).

Therefore, the total NRC Implementatibh cdsts for operating reactors are estimated to
range from $798,000, using a 7 percent real d'iscount rate, and $907,000 using a 3 percent rate.

Table 11, NRC Implementation Costs for Design Certifications, on page 44, shows the

cerificotion
NRC implementation costs for design certifications. In 2018, a review of the H#ieermseramendment
analysis for both design certifications, requiring 0.27 FTE each, and providing an estimated cost
range from $70,000 (7 percent) to $82,000 (3 percent). The total NRC implementation costs for
design certifications ranges from $70,000 (7 percent) to $82,000 (3 percent).

Table 12, NRC Impiementation Costs for Future Operating Reactors, on page 45, shows
the NRC implementation costs for future opera.ting’reactors. A breakaway test review would be
performed in 2015 by the NRC for Watts Bar and would require 0.01 FTE for an estimated cost
of $2,000. The NRC breakaway test reviews for the Summer and Vogtle reactors would be
conducted in 2020, requiring 0.05 FTE and hag an estimated cost range from $5,000 (7 percent)
to $9,000 (3 percent). The NRC breakaway test review for Bellefonte 1 would be conducted in
2021, requiring 0.01 FTE and has an eétimated cost range from $1,000 (7 percent) to $2,000 (3
percent). Also, as all future operating reactors are assumed to be submitting LARs following the
Track 1 methodology, no NRC review is required. The last implementation cost is the LTC
review costs. The NRC would review the Watts Bar LTC test in 2015, requiring 0.04 FTE for an
estimated cost of $7,000. The NRC would perform the Summer and Vogtle units LTC test
reviews in 2020, requiring 0.04 FTE per reaétor for an estimated cost range from $19,000 (7
percent) to $23,000 (3 percent). The NRC would perform the Bellefonte 1 LTC test review in

2021, requiring 0.04 FTE for an estimated cost range from 34,000 (7 percent) to $6,000 (3
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VI. Implementation

Propbsed Rule

It is assumed that the rule would initially take effect 30 days after its publication in the
FR. The rule would establish a staged implementation approach to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the migration to the new ECCS requirements. The staged implementation plan.
will have a duration of 5 years. As the first step, vendors will develop, and submit to the NRC
for review via topical reports, hydrogen pick up models and LOCA model updates. This is
expected to occur during the first year. Also, dyring_the first year, the vendors will obtain PQD
analytical methods by either: 1) using the analytical limits provided in an NRC regulatory guide,
or 2) using an NRC approved experimental method provide in a regulatory guide. (A third
option, which involves the vendors developing their own experimental method for NRC
approval, is available but, due to the high cost and burden of this option, the NRC assumes that
no vendors will develop their own experimental method.) The PQD analytical limits which are
obtained via the approved experimental method will be submitted for NRC review in the form of
a topical report. Also, the vendors would perform Ior@rm cooling tests to determine the Ionc-) A~
term cooling limit for each of the nine claddihg allbys. Finally, during the first year after the rule
becomes effective, the vendors will perform initial breakaway testing. Th.e results of the initial
breakaway tests will be submitted by the licensee via their license amendment request (LAR)
which is necessary to demonstrate compliance W|ththe proposed rule.

As part of this implementation plan, Iic:;éﬁsées will be divided among three
implementation tracks based upon existing margin to the revised requirements and anticipated
level of effort to demonstrate compliance. The purpose of the staged implementation approach
is to bring licensees into compliance as qui.ck|y as possible, while accounting for: 1) more effort
and longer schedules are necessary for plants which require new LOCA analyses with revised

LOCA models; and 2) differences between realistic and Appendix K LOCA models.
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Lastly, the tracks will begin to conduct periodic breakaway test one year aftepthey are
in full compliance. (Track 1 to being periodic breakaway testing in Year 3, Track 2 in7;; 5 and

Track 3 in Year 6.) The results of these tests \M’H be included in the annual ECCS s ittal.

Regulatory Guidance

There are three draft regulatory guides developed along with the proposed rule. These
regulatory guides wouid be availabie for use as guidance immediately upon their issuance in
final form; issuance in final form may pre-date the necessary date for compliance with the rule

as specified in paragraph (o) of § 50.46c¢.
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NRC Implementation Costs: PQD Tests: Operating Reactors

vear At Number of Cladding Per Cladding Alloy Cost per year
Y Alloys FTERequired | Yearly Rate | Undiscounted 3% NPV 7% NPV
2015 PQD Test - Accepted NRC Reg Guide 7 0 $173,000 $0 $0 $0
2015 PQD Test - Redone NRC Version 2 0.25 $173,000 $87,000 $84,000 $81,000
2015 PQD Test - Licensee Version 0 0.5-25 $173,000 $0 $0 $0
Total: $87,000 $84,000 $81,000
NRC Implementation Costs: LTC Test Reviews: Operating Reactors
P ddi !
vear Activi Number of Cladding er Cladding Alloy Cost per year
y Alloys FTERequired | Yearly Rate | Undiscounted | 3% NPV 7% NPV
2015 LTC Test Reviews 9 0.15 $173,000 $234,000 $227,000 $219,000
Total:}] $234,000 $227,000 $219,000
Total NRC Operating Reactor Implementation Cost:| $1,008,000 | $907,000 | $798,000 |
Table 11 — NRC Implementation Costs for Design Certifications
Cecificakion
NRC Implementation Costs: Heense Amendment Reviews: Design Certification
e . -'f Number of Design Per Design Certification . JE o
' Year Activity Certifications FTE Required | _Yearly Rate Undiscounted ?M; NPV 7% NPV
2018 Track #2 = 2 0.27 $173,000 $92,000 . - $81,741 $70,186
o Total:{ $92,000 $82,000 $70,000
Total NRC Design Certification Implementation Cost:| $92,000 | $82,000 | $70,000 |
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Commissioner Magwood’s Comments on SECY-12-0034,
“Proposed Rulemaking — 10 CFR 50.46¢c: Emergency Core

Cooling System Performance During Loss-of-Coolant Accidents

| appreciate staff's hard work and thoughtful paper regarding the regulatory changes
needed to assure fuel performance during loss-of-coolant accidents. This work
represents the continuation of the agency’s effort to make its regulations more
performance-based and responds well to our evolving understanding of the complex
phenomena that occur in very high temperature steam environments. | think it
particularly important to highlight that this paper and the knowledge it represents are a
direct result of the NRC-sponsored research that was initiated because staff was asking
the right questions rather than merely reacting to circumstances. This work
demonstrates the irreplaceable value of a robust NRC research program that looks over
the horizon.

| believe that this proposed rule would both improve our regulatory approach and
provide further assurance of the safety of U.S. commercial nuclear power plants under
even very adverse conditions. Nevertheless, | approve this very good rule with
considerable reluctance. As Commissioner Ostendorff highlights in his vote approving
staff's recommendation, the remaining investigations into fuel fragmentation, relocation,
and dispersal appear to have the potential to transform the currently proposed, very
good rule into an ever-evolving amoeba that recalls the agency’s GSI-191 experience.
We should not let this happen if it can be avoided. | am, therefore, very sympathetic to
my colleagues’ suggestion that publication of a final rule be deferred until the necessary
research is complete.

However, the current proposal represents very important near-term benefits and a
decision to defer a final rule would create additional uncertainty. Moreover, based on
follow-up information provided by staff, it is currently unclear when the research into fuel
fragmentation and related effects will be complete or what impact this work will have on
the requirements reflected in 10 CFR 50.46¢.

| therefore suggest that a paper be prepared to provide the Commission with additional
details of the anticipated research, staff's best judgment of the impact the results of that
- research could have on the proposed rule, and staff's best estimate of when final
conclusions may be drawn from this work. In addition, this paper should clearly and
specifically indicate which elements of the proposed rule might be deferred pending
completion of fragmentation research and which elements, if any, could proceed to
implementation without concern that they will be revised based on the anticipated
research. Obviously, this paper should be completed in advance of a Commission
decision on publication of the final rule and may be coincident with a staff request for
publication.



Further, my approval is contingent upon the additional following comments.

In keeping with the philosophy at the core of the proposed rule, | recommend that
the prescriptive 2200°F peak cladding temperature limit for zirconium-based fuels
be removed and replaced with a performance-based requirement.

| agree with the ACRS that rather than the current draft rule’s requirement that
licensees be required to measure the breakaway oxidation properties of each
batch of reload fuel and provide an annual evaluation report to NRC, it would be
more effective to require licensees to assure that the breakaway oxidation
resistance requirements met for the fuel in their reactors (via the fuel quality
requirements in their supply agreements) and provide supporting documentation
to the NRC.

| suggest replacing the definition for “breakaway oxidation” in the “Research
Results” subsection of the Background section of the FRN, which states that this
phenomenon is that “in which weight gain rate deviates from normal kinetics.”
Breakaway oxidation is defined in a very different and far clearer manner
elsewhere in the FRN. The definition in the “Research Results” section is
effective only if our goal is to confuse as many people as possible.

| support Commissioner Ostendorff’s call for a provision allowing licensees to
request a license amendment to use risk-informed alternatives on a case-by-
case basis. ‘

Finally, | support the entirety of Commissioner Apostolakis’ comments and edits.

6\) m 0 \?!\ \.n.

William D. Magwood IV Date
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Commissioner Ostendorff's Vote Comments on
SECY-12-0034, Proposed Rulemaking — 10 CFR 50.46¢c: Emergency Core Cooling System
Performance During Loss-of-Coolant Accidents (RIN 3150-AH42)

| approve the staff's recommendation in SECY-12-0034 to publish in the Federal Register the
proposed § 50.46¢ rule for Performance-Based Emergency Core Cooling System (ECCS) Cladding
Acceptance Criteria. | also agree with the thoughtful edits offered by my colleague Commissioner
Apostolakis in his vote comments on SECY-12-0034. This proposed rule, if ultimately adopted by the
Commission, would modernize a nearly 40-year-old ECCS rule while preserving its principal objective
of maintaining fuel cladding integrity as a fundamental fission product barrier for post-accident
radiological safety. In construction of the proposed rule, the staff applied the best available domestic
and international research on high burnup fuel cladding performance during loss-of-coolant accidents
(LOCAs). | find the staff's efforts are consistent with the Commission’s Principle of Good Regulation on
“Reliability” in that the NRC should use the best available knowledge from research and operational
experience. As noted below, | believe that some additional direction to the staff is warranted.

Research findings suggest a need to enhance the NRC's regulations on cladding oxidation, although
the staff has verified that core reload designs and realistic fuel burnup management practices have
maintained sufficient safety margins. On this matter, | commend the staff's management approach to
work collaboratively with the industry by using an audit/plant binning process to collect and analyze
reactor core design and fuel burnup history. NRC staff devised a measured, expedient, and safety
focused approach to verify that sufficient safety margins exist across the fleet of reactors. This is a
noteworthy accomplishment. The staff should continue to periodically verify that operating plants are
maintaining sufficient safety margins pending implementation of a final § 50.46¢ rule.

| have concerns, however, regarding the completeness of high burnup fuel research. The staff
acknowledges that fuel fragmentation, relocation, and dispersal research is still ongoing and may
require additional rulemaking. The staff notes in SECY-12-0034 that this ongoing research could
prompt “. . . rule changes [that] may require licensees and fuel vendors to perform substantial
reanalysis of their ECCS and/or fuel systems.” If we have learned from our other experiences with

§ 50.46 (e.g., GSI-191), we should not prematurely implement changes for low risk issues only to
subsequently require significant reanalysis and possible redesign after additional research and testing
results finally become available. The staff should complete fuel fragmentation, relocation, and
dispersal research and inform the Commission before requesting the Commission’s approval of a final
§ 50.46c¢ rule. If this action is not practicable or has unintended consequences, the staff should inform
the Commission. Given the already established framework to verify safety margins for fuel
performance, | am not persuaded that continuance of periodic verification of safety margins is
burdensome in the interim.

Lastly, the proposed § 50.46¢ rule retains the current § 50.46 rule language regarding ECCS long-term
core cooling following a LOCA. For ECCS sump clogging issues, the South Texas Project has
undertaken a GSI-191 pilot program using probabilistic techniques to model debris generation and
transport, which is incorporated in a plant-specific probabilistic risk assessment. | believe now is the
time to propose that § 50.46¢ should contain a provision allowing NRC licensees to request a license
amendment, on a case-by-case basis, to use alternative risk-informed approaches to establish plant
licensing basis for long-term ECCS sump clogging issues. Stakeholder comments should be solicited
on the proposed provision.



