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P-ROCEEDI-NGS
2:00 p.m

CHAI R REMPE: So good afternoon, this
neeting will now come to order. This is the neeting
of the Advisory Commttee on Reactor Safeguards,
Desi gn Center Licensing Subcomrttee.

"' mJoy Renpe, the lead for this neeting.
Menbers in attendance today include Ron Ballinger,
Vicki Bier, Charles Brown, Vesna Dinmtrijevic, Geg
Hal non, Walt Kirchner, Jose Mrch-Leuba, Dave Petti
and Matt Sunseri. We al so have our consultants,
Dennis Bley and Steven Schultz in attendance. M ke
Snodderly is the designated federal official for this
neeti ng.

Today the Subcommittee will discuss new
and advance reactor licensing processes with the NRC
Staff. During this neeting, Staff will present their
proposed approach for ACRS participationinthe review
of the Kairos |icensing application for the Hernes.

However, 1'd like to ask my coll eagues
today to also consider how this information m ght
interact with other ongoing Part 53 and Part 52
al i gnnent and | essons | earned subcommi ttee t opi cs t hat
we' ve been, or will soon be discussing.

At the end of their presentation, the
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Staff wll provide an overview of interim staff
guidance they recently issued for revi ewi ng
construction pernmt applications.

During our February full comittee
pl anni ng and procedures session, ACRS wll discuss
this 1SG further and determ ne any future actions.

The ACRS was est abl i shed by statute and is
di scovered by the FACA, Federal Advisory Conmittee
Act. The NRC inplenments FACA in accordance with its
regulations found in Title 10 of the Code of
Regul ati ons, Part 7.

The Conmmittee only speaks through its
publ i shed |l etter reports. And we do hold neetings to
gather information and perform proprietary work that
will support our deliberations in future comittee
neet i ngs.

The rules for participation in this
nmeet i ng were announced i n the federal regi ster on June
13t h, 2019.

The ACRS section of the US. public
websi te provi des our charter, byl aws, agendas, letter
reports and full transcripts of all full and
subconmi ttee nmeetings. And including the slides that
are presented therein. And the agenda for this

neeti ng was posted there.
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A phone bridge line has been opened to
allow nmenbers of the public to listen in on the
presentations and conm ttee discussion. As stated in
the federal register notice, and in the public neeting
notice that was posted on the website, nmenbers of the
public who desire to provide witten, or oral input to
this subconmittee neeting, may do so and shoul d have
contact the designated federal official five days
prior to the neeting.

It's ny understanding that no one has
requested such time to provide public conments. But
we'll still provide an opportunity at the end of this
neeti ng. And witten coments can be forwarded to
M ke Snodderly, the designated federal official.

A transcript of the neeting is being kept
and wi Il be nade available, as stated in the federal
regi ster notice.

Due t o t he COVI D pandeni c, today's neeting
is being held over Mcrosoft Teans for ACRS and NRC
Staff participation. And there is also this bridge
line allow ng participation by the public.

When it does cone tine, if a nenber of the
public does want to participate by providing public
corments, they'Il have to renmenber to press *6,

identify thenmsel ves and speak with sufficient clarity
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and volune so that they nay be readily heard. And
when you' re not speaking, | request that participants
nmut e your conputer m crophone or your phone.

And | enphasize, this is especially
inmportant at this time when we're having to perform
t hese Teans neetings. Because if there is too nuch
noise on the public bridge line we'll have to
di sconnect it.

And before | start to proceed with the
neeting, | see that Dennis Bley has his hand up.
Denni s, did you have a question or a comment?

MR BLEY: | do have a comment and a
guestion. | guess for some reason | had thought this
is going to be a closed neeting, but it's clearly an
open neeti ng.

Is the 1SG a fait acconpli, has it been
i ssued? That's the first question.

Then the second one is, is the Conmttee
considering witing aletter onthis, or will you talk
about that at the end?

CHAIR REMPE: So, yes. I'll let Mke add
to it, but yes, the |ISG has been issued for 45 days
public conment, is my understandi ng.

And | amvery interested in the answer to

your second question because it would be good to
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understand what the Staff's vision is for this
di scussi on.

MR. SNODDERLY: So --

CHAIR REMPE: Do | need to bring it over
to you, rather than Brian Smith --

MEMBER BROWN: So, Joy, before you do
that, is this for Kairos only?

CHAIR REMPE: No, that's ny point. Even
t hough the slides tal k about Kairos, think about the
br oader picture, okay?

MEMBER BROAWN:  No. No, no, no. Is this
presentation related to Kairos?

CHAIR REMPE: No. They have sone slides
that tal k about the proposed approach for review ng
Kai ros, Charlie.

However, 1'm asking you and the other
col | eagues on ASCR to t hink about the bigger picture.
kay?

MEMBER BROMN: Ckay. Vell, then this
presentationis howthe Staff is trying to say they're
going to do sonething different than Part 50 or 52 to
go review and approve the license for Kairos?

CHAI R REMPE: For Kairos, they're goingin
with a construction permt, Charlie. And so --

MEMBER BROMWN: | got that.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

9
CHAIR REMPE: -- it's nore to |like what we

did with SHINE and the other Northwest Medical
i sotopes where we reviewed it, and in fact, the
process is quite simlar to what we did for SHINE, in
nmy opi ni on.

But again, the way this 1is being
presented, it sounds |like that there is a broader
vision in play here. And | just would like the staff
to clarify that. Okay, Charlie?

Let's turn it over and let them answer
some questions and then I'Il let you and Dennis ask
addi ti onal questions, okay?

MR. DUDEK: So, absolutely. Thank you
Seni or Menber Renpe.

So, M. Bley, the |ISG has been issued.
It's out for public coment, and we're actively
seeking public coments on it.

And second, | think Brian, in his opening
remarks, wll address our expectations, or not
expectations, for letters. And that will becone very
cl ear very soon

And M. Brown, Senior Menber Brown, |
woul d al so say that you're question on the scope and
breadth of this discussion and what it coul d or should

apply to will also be addressed in sonme of Brian's
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openi ng remarks and key nessages.

MEMBER BROMWN: (kay, thank you.

MR. DUDEK: So, Senior Menber Renpe, are
we ready for Brian to really hit the ground running?

CHAI R REMPE: Yes. | was kind of just
going to turn the neeting over to you to start, but
let's turn it over to Brian.

MR. DUDEK: Right. Thank you.

CHAI R REMPE: He's with the Ofice of
React or and Regul ati on.

MR SMTH Al right. Wll, before |l get
started | saw that Scott More had raised his hand.
Scott ?

MR. MOORE: Thanks, Brian. | guess I'd
just like to add that the part about the licensing
processes cane about several nonths ago. And |
noticed that the Conmittee Menbers were asking
guestions that went to processes and saying things
like, well, we want to see this again when the |icense
gets to a different stage.

And | thought that it would help the
Comm ttee Menbers if you had background i nformati on on
how the Staff |icenses and what the Staff does at
vari ous stages?

| tal ked with Rob, Rob Tayl or, the deputy
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director at NRR Rob al so thought that that woul d be
hel pful . So that's how part of this briefing cane
about .

It wasn't so nmuch that there is a
different vision for the future. | think that they're
goi ng to cover what they're doi ng now and what happens
at different stages.

And so that's the enphasi ze for a portion
of this briefing. So | don't want anybody to get
sidetracked that there is sonething new com ng. But
"1l turn it back to Brian at this point.

CHAI R REMPE: So, Scott, | should I guess
apol ogi ze because, again, maybe it was the transition
in the chair position, or whatever, but | had not
heard that, with all ny interactions with Larry or
M ke, that this was notivated by di scussions you and
Rob had.

And so that's, |'ve been puzzled about
this notivation for this neeting for a bit of tine now
and I'mjust kind of surprised to hear this actually
right now. So thank you.

MR MOORE: Sure. | think Brian can
address the, what they want to cover. Thanks. Brian?

MR SM TH  Thanks, Scott. And thanks,

Chai rman Renpe and Menbers of the Subcommittee.
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"Il go into a little bit further as to
why we want to have this presentation today. But |ike
| said, thanks for the opportunity for this briefing.
For allowing nme and the Staff to update you on this
and provide a |lot nore detail here.

My nane is Brian Smith and | am the
director of the Division of New and Renewed Licenses
in NRR. Qur divisionis responsible for the licensing
of new |ight water power reactors.

Mo Shans, the director of the division of
advance reactors and non-power production and
utilization facilities is alsoin attendance. He just
turned his camera on there. M's division is
responsible for the licensing of non-light water
reactors, as well as research and test reactors.

So, as we already nentioned, we are here
to brief you on the licensing processes for new and
advance reactors. So, just as we were tal king, why
now and why this topic.

Vell, inthe last five years our |licensing
of new plants and designs has significantly sl owed
conpared to what we experienced in the ten years
before that. However, we are entering into a new
phase of power reactor |icensing.

W recently accepted the Kairos Hernes
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test reactor construction permt for review W're
al so expecting the construction permt from X-energy
this spring, and TerraPower next year.

Fromthe |ight water SVR side, we expect
the NuScal e standard desi gn approval application in
Decenber of this year. And the UAMPS Carbon Free
Power Project COL applicationthat will reference that
NuScal e SDA the foll ow ng sumer.

We're also in pre-application engagenent
wi th numerous vendors on a variety of designs. And
have started to interact with you on many of those
designs via topical reports over the |ast year.

So in addition to these diverse designs,
there are al so new |l i censi ng approaches bei ng taken or
consi dered by these applicants.

| mentioned construction permts. W have
not issued any power reactor construction permts in
over 30 years. As Chairman Renpe nenti oned.

W do have experience, somewhat recent,
with construction permts for SH NE and Northwest
Medi cal |sotopes for nedical isotope facilities. But
we may also see partial standard design approvals
i ssued that will be referenced in COL applications.

Applicants can submt constructionpermts

for sites where their early site permts have been
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i ssued. W' ve already seen a custom COL application,
and we may see nore of those in the future. W nmay
even see an application for a manufacturing |license.

Soinadditionto that, the Staff has al so
conducted some |essons learned reviews on the nore
recent licensing reviews. W've identified sone
i mprovenents and have proposed changes i n nany of our
processes and procedures.

W are al so planning to use a new fl exible
revi ew process. W are nmaking nany of these changes
also to be consistent with the direction driven and
t he Nucl ear Energy Innovation and Moderni zati on Act,
or NEMA.

So, it was with all of these changes in
desi gns, |icensing approaches and revi ew changes t hat
we felt it was a good tine to brief the Subconmttee.

So as we nentioned earlier, also if we
have tinme towards the end of this briefing, we also
plan to discuss our |ight water reactor construction
permt interimstaff guidance docunent that's out in

draft for cormment now. And whether or not, based upon

that presentation, we'll figure out with your input as
to whether further review by the Cormittee will be
necessary.

We do consider thisinformation that we're
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provi di ng today as information briefing, and so we're
not going to be requesting a letter fromthe ACRS. At
| east for the licensing processes portion.

Al right, so if you can go to the next
slide please. So, | want to touch on a few nore
t hi ngs.

So, 10 CFR Parts 50 and 52 both remain
vi abl e regulatory nmethods to licensing all new power
reactors. There are advantages and di sadvantages to
each of these |icensing processes, and the applicants
wi || choose the process that works best for them

Most reactors licensed in the US. were
licensed under Part 50, which includes a two-step
process. |ssuance of a construction permt, followed
by an operating |icense.

For the new Part 52, it offers a one-step
i censing process that includes issuance of a single
conmbined license that allows plant construction and
subsequent operation and allows resolution of nore
licensing issues prior to plant construction.

So as | already di scussed, we've begun to
see a trend that some future applicants, for power
reactors, may choose the Part 50 process while others
may choose Part 52. And as you're aware, 10 CFR Part

53 is now al so bei ng devel oped.
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The sane rul es i ntended to provide a ri sk-
i nformed technol ogy inclusive franework for advanced
reactors to be licensed. However, this rule will not
be available for applicants to use until after 2025.
Thus, these early applicants will followthe |icensing
processes in either Parts 50 or 52.

So for the last few years the Staff has
been stressing the inportance of pre-application
engagenment with vendors. W issued a draft white
paper | ast year that provides information to new and
advance reactor devel opers on the benefits of robust
pre-application engagenent in order to optim ze both
safety and environnment application revi ews.

So in the paper we encourage early and
active pre-application engagenent. Effectively using
whi t e papers and topical reports. And we specifically
identify topics to address in those white papers and
t opi cal reports.

We al so stress the need for the subm ssion
of a high quality application. As well as early
coordi nation with techni cal managenent and | egal staff
on highly chall engi ng issues.

The Staff has also identified and is
i npl enenting | essons | earned for process and procedure

enhancenents. Some of these include the follow ng.
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W have been, and are devel opi ng, new revi ew gui dance.
We're updating existing review guidance where
necessary. And we plan to inplenent a new flexible
revi ew process that you'll hear nore about |ater.

And we are continuing to stream ine our
safety evaluation reports. And we're using a risk-
i nformed approach to focus staff resources on review
areas commensurate with their safety significance.
And we'll further address all of these itens | ater on
in our presentation.

CHAI R REMPE: So, Brian, |'mgoing to stop
you right now. Dave has a question and | have a
guestion --

MR SMTH.  Ckay.

CHAIR REMPE: -- after Dave.

MR SMTH  (Ckay, go ahead.

CHAI R REMPE: Dave, go ahead.

MEMBER  PETTI : I j ust want a
clarification. | thought | heard you say that the | SG
was for LWR applications, is that true only?

MR SMTH That's the way it is witten.
There are sone nore generic parts to it that coul d be
utilized by non-light water reactors. But the
princi pl e purpose for it was for |ight water reactors.

The TI CAP and ARCAP gui dance devel opnent
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initiatives handle the aspects for non-light water
reactors.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay. So, is it fair to
say that that's just a subset of what we're going to
hear in these slides today?

Because we're going to tal k about Hernes,
which is a non-light water reactor. So, |'mtryingto
put the pieces together and | guess | didn't
under st and.

The I1SGis sort of a subsidiary docunent
for a subset here. But you're tal king about a broader
set of changes to your revi ew approach that cut across
t he technol ogi es per say.

MR SMTH  That's correct.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay. Ckay, thanks.

CHAI R REMPE: So, Dennis, | see your hand
up but I'mgoing to put nyself next because | would
have had ny hand up earlier right after Dave's.

MR SMTH  Okay. | finished ny remarks
and so | was open to questions now anyway.

CHAI R REMPE: Yes. Ckay. So | had a
guestion sort of along with Dave saying it. |'mkind
of struggling with the schedul e for gui dance updat es.

Because | think it's great that you've

triedtoclarify nore in the | SGof what you expect in
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an appropriate submttal for construction permt. But
in preparing for the upcom ng di scussions on the Part
50, 52 alignment topic, | see things that are not yet
di scussed in the I SG for the construction permt.

And | know that when we've had prior
di scussions on part 50, 52 we've said, you know,
i npl enent ati on and t he gui dance for i nplenmentation are
very inportant for trying to do what you're thinking
about with Part 50, 52 alignnment and | essons | earned.

And | just amstruggling with howstaff is
maki ng deci sions on when to update guidance and to
release it so people can understand what's really
intended with changes. 1Is there sone sort of naster
schedul e that lets us understand why staff is doing
some updat es and del ayi ng ot her updates?

MR SMTH A master plan. | did review
the Part 50, 52 |icensing package recently, and within
t hat package there is a list of the guidance docunents
that we believe are inpacted by the proposed changes
in the rul emaking.

And it does, there is one enclosure, |
believe, to the package that |ays out, these are the
docunments we plan to update at this tinme, and then
here is a list of the docunents we feel that can be

updated at a future tine. And it does |ayout kind of
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t he reasoning for that.

CHAIR REMPE: So, let nme be alittle nore
specific to say why |'m curious.

MR SMTH  Ckay.

CHAI R REMPE: Let's tal k about PRAs. Your
interi mstaff gui dance doesn't explicitly say you need
a PRAbut it kind of inpliesit. And then | know that
in prior discussions, |I'mnot saying anything that's
not in the open public, that it said, hey, we're going
to require a PRA for Part 50.

And then we know in Part 53 there is this
di scussi on about, well, maybe sonet hing el se m ght be
acceptable than a PRA. And then there is this, well,
what exactly would be an acceptable |evel of detai
for a PRAin aPart 50 construction pernmt application
when things are still being devel oped.

And so to ne the guidance is very
important to understand what staff's intent is for
t hese various rul emaking activities. And | could say
t he same t hi ng about ot her aspects of howthe gui dance
is really inportant in understand what the staff
expects.

And so, yes, you've identified what needs
to be changed, but how it will be changed. Because

the rule by itself doesn't explain all aspects. Does
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t hat make sense why |'m asking for a master schedul e
of the staffs and to explain the staff's intent?

MR SMTH Yes. And in some ways we're
working efforts in parallel. So, we do have, for
those set of guidance docunments for the 50, 52
rul emaki ng that we beli eve needs to be updated now, we
do have draft versions of those that will be avail abl e
for review Already narked up to be consistent with
t he proposed changes in the rule.

Currently, as you just said, Part 50 does
not require a PRA as part of the construction permt.
And so the guidance that we're issuing, and maybe
Carolyn can talk nore about it later if needed, we're
kind of stuck in that it's not a requirenent at this
tinme.

Applicants can go ahead and include
information related to a PRA that may have devel oped
as part of devel opnent of the construction permt and
their design as part of the application, but thereis
no requirenent for themto do that at this tinme. And
so we're kind of limted if you will, in what we can
put into the guidance docunent.

CHAI R REMPE: Yes. And then Part 53
gui dance, they inpact the guidance. So it just seemns

a very difficult problemto try and figure out howto

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

22

updat e the gui dance and have it available for |ease
wi th the rul e maki ng package for 50, 52, and then al so
t hi nki ng about later effects fromwhat's going on with
Part 53.

And this same thing occurs with sone of
the EPZ stuff and operator's licensing certification
and all of these other topics. And so |l think it's a
conundrum but "Il stop there and probably bring it
up again in subsequent slides but it was sonething |
wanted to bring up early. And, Dennis, it's your turn
now.

MR. BLEY: | have to get ny mc open.
Thanks. Brian, just a couple of things. And I'min
the tell themwhat you' re going to tell themstage of
today's presentation. | want to make sure | kind of
under stand what you're going to tell us.

So, what | think |I've heard is, this |ISG
is intended for all LWR reactor |icensing processes,
50, 52 and 53, in all LWR reactor sizes but that TI CAP
and ARCAP wi || do sonething simlar for the non-LWRs.

And second, and Joy touched on it, and |
| ooked forward to hearing nore about this, is kind of
howthis ISGfits with respect to the Part 50, 52 and
the Part 53 rulenmakings and are you intending to

revise it to support those as they cone to fruition or
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how does it really work.

And we heard from Scott, our executive
director, that this is really just docunenting this
evol ved approach. But we heard from you that it's
al so focusing on a new review process. So | think
there is sonmething new here.

Fromwhat | just said, is there anything
you di sagree with?

MR. SM TH: | was making a note real
quick. So, the first thing, the ISG it was witten
to reflect Parts 50 and 52 and not Part 53. It's
witten to address the regul ations as they exist at
this time, not future changes in the 50, 52 rule
making or the Part 53 rulemaking, it's to address
current set of regulations.

And with respect to the review process,
it's how the staff mght go about conducting its
review. Not necessarily an application process change
that would inpact the applicants. What they woul d
i nclude or howthey would include it, it's nore about
how t he staff would go about conducting its review

MR. BLEY: GCkay. And that involves sone
t hi ngs that haven't been done before, is ny take. O
haven't been done this way before. By the way, | like

your backdr op.
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MR. SM TH: Thank you. | wouldn't call it
t oo groundbreaki ng i n ways of doing things, it's nore
doing nore focus reviews. | think Ben may get into
that a little bit later on, as kind of taking a core
team approach to evaluate in the applications.
Focusing a lot nore on the real safety significant
aspects of the designs.

MR. SHAMS: Brian, | can augnent --

MR SM TH.  Sure.

MR SHAMS: -- if that's all right.

MR SM TH.  Sure.

MR. SHAMS: Menber Bley, is that okay if
| augnent ?

MR. BLEY: I'"'m no | onger a Menber, but
sure.

MR. SHAMS: All right.

MR. BLEY: But go ahead.

MR. SHAMS: That's perfect. Thank you.
So as Brian indicated, it is not a, per say, a

different set of criteria, per say, or a different set
of ways to get to a safety conclusion, but in a way
it's how we're organizing the review, it's how we're
sourcingit, it's howwe're excluding it to start with
the safety significant, risk significant aspects of

the vi ew. Focus our resources on that.
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And that's relevant in the sense that we
don't have and SRP to structure the review around as
it has been for decades with the Iight water reactor.
So this is nmore of an informed review based on the
reactor type, scale, risk, as we see it, source term
and the like.

And we're structuring that review in a
core team that's focused just on that part of the
review. Does that nake sense?

MR.  BLEY: I"'m sure it will make nore
sense | ater, but thanks.

MR. SHAMS: (Okay, sure.

MR. BLEY: Both of you.

MR. DUDEK: Any additional questions. |
woul d al so add that one thing, one piece | did not
hear from either Mo or Brian is that we're also
concentrating on the length of the review

We're doing sone novel approaches in
accordance with NEMA and the review schedules.
Whether it's six phase, four phase or otherw se,
trying to shorten the phase and be nore effective in
our review tines to get things faster, done faster,
and nore effectively.

MEMBER BROWN: That inplies that you're

not going to review sone stuff if you're going to do
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it faster. | mean, |'m struggling a little bit.
Maybe |ike Dennis | guess.

| nmean, a lot of plants were built to 50
and 52 and now we need an I1SGto tell people how to
apply for a plant under 50 and 527?

MR SM TH: | address the construction
permt application process. |It's sonmething, like |
sai d, we haven't done for a power plant, nucl ear power
plant, in nmore than 30 plus years.

So it's |looking at the guidance that was
i ssued back in the 1970s and |ooking at ways of
updating that as necessary. O to reflect the current
times, if you will.

MEMBER BROMN: But we didn't have to do
that for Vogtle?

MR SMTH  Vogtle went through the CCL
process.

MEMBER BROWN: Oh, okay. So, okay. All
right. W went through that, | just didn't renenber
t he pi ece parts.

MR SMTH Yes, sir

MR. DUDEK: Yes, we'll get into the one
step and the two steps processes by 50 and 52. But |
woul d al so offer that this presentation will really

get into, and that the ISGis only one snall piece of
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what we're doing. This is an overall review approach
on how to become nore efficient and effective in our
timelines and our application of the reviews.

So it has to do with length of tine
Being risk significant in what we review. Also, you
will hear about how we're effectively using white
papers and topical reports to gain a regulatory
foot hol d and to gai n sonme key insights earlier on sone
of those technical topics that we woul d often struggle
with. And that woul d el ongate t he schedul e during, as
an exanple, for what NuScal e did.

Some of the rad protection, the turbine,
m ssil e i ssues, the crane drop accidents. So a | ot of
t hose i ssues, we're getting themearly in white papers
and topical reports to be able to get an early
regul atory foothold and an early | ook at them before
the application even cones in-house. So that's how
we're proposingtodothingsalittle bit differently.

MEMBER BROWN: | guess, do you use a
different, slightly different exanple. | nean, how
can | phrase this.

| mean, a lot of the delays, at |east
based on ny observation, or the slow dows | would
call them not delays, was a result of inconplete

information that was sent in the design control
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docunents, the various SRP chapters that were being
reviewed, et cetera. This is during the design phase.

Qoviously it was done under COL
operations, but once we, | nean, in the & world we
addressed that way back in 2008 and '09 where we
issued this pre-application type review process to
make sure peopl e understood what was bei ng expected
fromNRC. Along fromthe |&C standpoint. And that
wor ked pretty well when we got up to Vogtle and then
to NuScal e and then to APR1400.

Whi ch conpressed those ti mefranes to | ook,
you |l ook at the SBWR, it took us al nost two years to
get through it. APRL0O00 was faster, 1400 was faster,
and NuScale was faster. Al'l because of the pre-
application in the anount, the type of information
that was subnmitted that allowed you to review it and
us to understand the review

So I'm trying to figure out how this
integrates in for that thought process, that's all.

MR. DUDEK: So | would offer that if you
just hold off on those questions until Slides 14 and
15 | think we would discuss many of those |essons
| earned and nmany of those actions that we plan on
taken that you've just discussed, as a matter of fact.

MEMBER BROMWN: Ckay, thank you.
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CHAI R REMPE: So, Dennis, | still see your

hand up but | think it's a hold over from the past
that didn't get |owered, right?

MR BLEY: That's true.

CHAI R REMPE: kay. So then, just
briefly, and | will bring it up later, but when | | ook
at sonme recent interactions that |'ve seen with the
staff, and when we |ook at sone of the future
submittals that mght be coming down the pike, I'm
wonderi ng why the staff has al so not consi dered formal
gui dance on what is an acceptable |evel of detail in
a, ina CP or a COL application.

And | know that sonme of the | SGstarts to
encroach on that topic, but also an acceptable |evel
of detail for topical reports.

(OFf m crophone conments.)

CHAIR REMPE: | hear some, Mke, is that
you responding back or is it just you left your mc
open? Onh, it nust be a left open mc.

But anyway, that's sonething that | think
m ght help avoid sonme issues we're seeing in the
future. But it's just sonething to think about, and
we can discuss nore later. Unless you have a quick
comment now t hat you are starting to think about that.

MR SM TH: Yes, na'am we are. And one
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of the main drivers for issuing this 1SG on
construction permt gui dance, what was just that from
the industry on what is the appropriate I|evel of
detail necessary for a construction permt.

CHAI R REMPE: Ckay. Yes. | nean, we
struggled with that in the SH NE review. That we
wanted a little nore and it's a fuzzy line.

But anyway, pl ease go ahead. | know we've
taken a long tinme on this initial slide.

MR. SM TH: Hopefully we can better
address it through the presentation.

MR. DUDEK: (kay, so, Carolyn, would you
go back to the agenda slide so we can kind of tel
themwhat we're goingto tell them and tell themwhat
we're going to tell thenf

So, you' ve heard today ki nd of the prem se
behi nd what we' re going to discuss today. W' re going
to give you a brief overviewon the |licensing process
for 50 and 52.

| think these are good background sl i des.
I"'m not going to go in-depth into the two kind of
busier process slides, but | wll go into greater
detail on the third slide, which is a pretty good
pi cture about howthe two process side-by-side and how

t hey interact.
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We're going to tal k about the inportance
and what we're doing differently and what we're
touting in the pre-application activities. And then
we're going to talk about some of the activities
supporting an official review

And t hen Ben Beasl ey i s going to take over
on Slide 18. And really, really where the rubber
neets the road on how we're using white papers and
topical reports in a new and novel fashion. And
accor dance. And also sonme of the review process
enhancenents.

And then as we have tinme at the end, we're
going to discuss that. That one piece about the CP
| SG gui dance. And Carolyn Lauron is ready to brief
you and answer questions associated with that.

MR. BLEY: Wen you say white papers, when
you say white papers, you're tal king about NRC Staff
whi te papers?

MR. DUDEK: O applicant white papers.

MR. BLEY: Applicant white, okay.

MR.  DUDEK: So either way. kay? So,
Carolyn, if you'd please go to slide, so really, the
pur pose today as we've discussed --

MEMBER BROMWN: Can | interrupt you again?

VMR, DUDEK: Sur e.
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VEMBER BROWN: When you say, thanks,

Dennis for rem nding nme, white papers. Are white
papers, the thought process there, is they are
supposed to give you enough outline or are they going
to be a substitute for design control docunent type
things which tell people how they're going to do
something or is it going to be nore general in the
white papers?

Like, we'll do the right thing and we'll

nmeet your requirenments, as opposed to providing any

detail .

MR DUDEK: So --

MR. BEASLEY: Do you want me to chine in?

MR, DUDEK:  Sure.

MR. BEASLEY: This is Ben Beasley. And |
will be tal king about white papers on several slides
| ater.

MEMBER BROWN:  Ckay.

MR. BEASLEY: And just to address one
specific thing. I'monly going to be tal king about

white papers that are submitted by applicants, by
devel opers. |'mnot going to get into staff devel oped
whi t e papers.

And as we tal k about white papers, one of

the points that 1'Il enphasize is that it is a
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nmechani smfor informal feedback. And so, typically we
do not make any findings, we aren't draw ng any
concl usi ons on white papers.

It's not a design control type of docunent
that's getting that | evel of control at the applicant,
or fromus. Does that address your question?

MEMBER BROAN:  Yes. |I'Il listen to what
you have to say |later.

MR. BEASLEY: kay.

MEMBER BROWN:  Thank you.

MR. BEASLEY: Very good.

MR. BLEY: So in a sense, it's sonething
i ke your pre-application neetings, it's just to get
informati on across fromone side to the other here.

MEMBER BROMN:  Yes, but the I1SG | think
it's five, six or seven, | can't renmenber which one it
is for the 1&C, does say, hey, identify the
architecture for the system for instance, and get us
some of the details that go along with it.

It lets you know that they're heading in
the right direction when they come in with their
formal docunents. But they're not, though they're not
committed on those. | nmean, that just gives you a
r oadmap.

MR.  DUDEK: Ckay. Any additiona
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guestions or insights?

MR. BLEY: Well, when | asked t he question
| was aimng at staff, but thanks, Charlie, for your
conment .

MEMBER BROMWN: Onh, sorry about that. "1
let the staff answer it then. | thought you were
talking to ne.

MR. DUDEK: | couldn't have said it any
better, Menber Brown. So, out of all the things
di scussed, and the purpose and t he objectives and the
key points today, so this part of the presentation,
before we get tothe ISG is really that |ast bullet.

That's what we want to focus on today, is
how the staff is doing things differently, how we're
streanmi ng our review processes. So that's how I'm
going to proceed and then Ben will take it over.

Next slide please. So this slide and the
next slide really outline the, | think these are good
things to keep in your back pocket. They are out of
the information, the NRC s information book.

They outline the two processes. This is
the CP and operating license two-step process. | t
outlines exactly what the staff is doing, what the
applicant is doing. Wat our inputs and outputs are

to the Commi ssion and to the hearing process.
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You can go to the next slide, Carolyn.

CHAIR REMPE: M ke?

MR, DUDEK: Yes.

CHAIR REMPE: I'msorry. | really like
di agrams, and these are a good step forward but
they're not consistent in what they show.

For exanple, these diagrans probably
shoul d showthe public interactions, which w |l appear
in the next diagram right?

And the next diagram omts ACRS
interactions. And so, is there a reason, and doesn't
t he Conmi ssion decide on the, and this one actually,
|"m not sure, don't they decide when the operating
license goes or is it just a Staff decision?

MR DUDEK: | believe it's a Conm ssion
decision on the operating license. That's the 103G
finding. | believe that is.

And it will get to those interaction
points in Slide 8 9 and 10, | believe. That has al
the interactions for stakehol ders and t he Conmi ssi on.
So they refine these even nore so.

CHAI R REMPE: So, again, these are on your
website. And it would be nice if sonmeone would fix
t hemand make themso they' re consi stent and show t he,

some of the key parts in a consistent fashion, is ny
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poi nt . It's up to you guys what you do with the
website but it just would be nice.

MR DUDEK: Correct. | think there is a
| evel of detail possibly omtted for these. And |
will take that back for action.

And again, this one just shows, at a
hi gher | evel, the two-step licensing process. And in
the next slide, Slide 7 Carolyn, shows the one-step
process at a very high |evel

And then I'I| speak to Slide 8, isreally
nmy speaking slide. This shows at a very high |eve
that the two |icensing processes side-by-side.

You know, Part 50, a lot of the applicants
have come to us in drop-ins and said, we think that
guite possibly Part 52 takes too | ong between getting
an early site permt and design certification and then
getting the COL. It could be five, six years before
we get to construction and operation.

And while it does elimnate a |ot of the
ri sk, because the public hearing is all conmbined into
one instead of the two parts that we see under Part
50, we foresee that we're able to break down and start
construction a little bit earlier, even though that
there is a risk at the end between the construction

permt and the operating |icense.
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So that's what we've heard in the drop-
ins. And that's |I think at |least two of our future
applicants are headed. And that's why we've heard
themand tried to update that | SG gui dance to provide
a little bit nore clarity on that |evel of detail.
Ki nd of the discussions that we' ve al ready been havi ng
t hroughout this neeting.

MEMBER PETTI: So, Mchael, this is Dave.
Just a question. So | infer fromwhat you said, let's
call them the l|egacy vendors, understand these two
processes quite well.

So what you're really tal king about are
some of the newer players conming in who don't have
t hat background in Part 50. And they're sitting on
the sidelines and they're watching Part 52, the few
t hat have done it.

And they need nore guidance because
t hey' ve never been through Part 50. |Is that sort of

MR DUDEK: Well, as Brian alluded to, the
Reg Guide 800 for the Part 50 hasn't been updated
since 1979. So these applicants have come in and
expressed interest inusing it and what that |evel of
detail is for how they would proceed in the process.

Because a | ot of things have changed in,
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what, 20, 30 years. So, that's where we, we took an
initial stab at getting the |1SG updated. Ve
interacted with all our technical stakehol ders and we
identified, we tried to identify the nobst risk
significant aspect that you will see in that encl osure
that Carolyn will talk about a little bit towards the
end of this neeting.

And now it's out for a 45 day comment
period. So, if we've mssed sonething, if there are
significant things that we have overl ooked or didn't
include, by all neans, we're looking for witten
comments on that. And we're | ooking for input.

MEMBER PETTI: kay, thanks.

MR. DUDEK: Ckay. So this is the one-step
versus the two-step process. As you' ve said, sone of
t hose newer players are sitting there scratching their
heads, why we need to go through.

They understand the benefits of the Part
52 one-step licensing process, but it's also the
length of tine. They think they can gain sone
efficiencies and effectiveness by subnmitting their
PSAR, breaking ground, getting their construction
permt and taking that risk at the end of the day for
publ i ¢ heari ngs.

So, that's really what we' ve heard and why
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we're doing things, we're looking at things a little
bit differently and trying to, as Chai rman Renpe says,
nove towards getting sonme cl earer gui dance out on the
street.

Al right, so with that being said, Slide
9 please. Sone additional |icensing processes. You
know, while you're |looking at a Part 50 application
for atwo-step, there are certain considerations to be
hel d. Such as early sites permts.

You know, an equival ent | evel of
information does need to be required if you' re not
going to enter into different parts of the Part 52
process. Such as, does early site permts, that site
characterization piece.

An equi val ent |evel of information does
need to be included into the Part 50 process. As well
as sonme of those design aspects. And we're trying to
provide clarity on what those designs and what the
| evel of information is that we're expecting.

MR. BLEY: M chael ?

MR. DUDEK: Yes, sir.

MR BLEY: Can you refresh ny nenory a
little?

| think, when one gets an early site

permt under Part 52, and | think we saw this down in
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Ceorgia, you're allowed to do certain non-nuclear
parts of construction after you have that early site
permt. That's true, isn't it? Like, the cooling
wat er system and that sort of thing.

MR. DUDEK: | believe there are very
di stinct ground rul es established for ESD applicants
and approval s where you can nove sonme dirt and you can
do some non-nuclear activities. | believe that is
correct.

MR. BLEY: kay, thanks. That's what |
remenber but | hadn't seen one inalittle while. Co
ahead.

MR. DUDEK: Ckay. But some of the other
aspects of the Part 52 that have paid dividends is
from manufacturing |icenses, SDAs, which NuScale is
fully utilizing, and we're expecting an update to
their design certification here conming in Decenber.

| believe overall that they're going to
use this new SDA to solve the carve outs and a few
other distinct design aspects that they wsh to
i mprove for that DCA And especially that they're
going to be using for the UAWPS, the proposed UAMPS
proj ect .

There's a hand.

MEMBER KI RCHNER: This is Walt Kirchner.
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MR DUDEK: Yes, sir.

MEMBER Kl RCHNER: Good afternoon. | think
there is an inportant distinction that is very subtle
about 52 versus 50. Basically, people knew applicants
who cone in under 52 essentially, all right, that's
the word I wanted to use, they need an essentially
conpl et e desi gn.

And nopst new reactors that are not
evolutionary are not essentially conplete designs,
they are very pro, not even pro-typical, they're just,
yes, they're first of a kind. And they're often not
nearly as well, how should | say it, thoroughly,
conpl etely desi gned as what you woul d see comi ng from
an LWR applicant.

MR DUDEK: Well, would Brian or M |ike
to add sone additional insights on that of what we've
seen in sonme of our experiences with sonme of these new
desi gns and how conpl ete they are?

| nmean, | can speak to the NuScale. And
we struggled with that earlier, as we discussed
earlier inthe nmeeting. |Is that the Iength of review
and the quality review depends on the quality of
informati on that we received.

And | think we struggled with that a

little bit early in the NuScale review, and then we
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turned it around. W got the information we needed
and we started blazing the trial forward.

But you're exactly right. | think the
ability to review and the staff's effectiveness at
their review solely and squarely depends on the
gquality of information provided to us.

MEMBER Kl RCHNER: And so, ny takeaway is
that, the prefaceis, if soneone picks 52, they better
have a very nmature, essentially a conplete design
otherwise it's not going to turn out to be an
expeditious process, it nmay turn out to be a very
pai nful , | aborious process of recycling through the
system

MR SM TH: This is Brian Smth, M.
Kirchner. | think you're right. And that nay be why
some of these early submitters of applications are
choosing the Part 50 process over the Part 52.

It's also partly why we're highly
encour agi ng t he pre-appl i cant engagenent process. And
encour agi ng themto address these specific i ssues that
we laid out in the white paper.

W know that, as you say, the design
i nformation. Vell, is there enough testing that's
been performed as well on sone of these unique safety

functions and features, as well to be able to support
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an application.

So, we under st and where you' re comi ng from
with that.

MR. BEASLEY: And this is Ben Beasl ey.
I'I'l chime inalittle bit as well.

Some of what we're hearingalittle bit of
is that after they get their operating I|icense,
potentially through a Part 50 process and they build
a plant or two of that design, then they woul d seek an
SDA or a design certification for the nmultiple plants
that they hope to sell follow ng that.

And so, the expeditious process to get
sormet hing built quickly and proven m ght be Part 50.
But then they would nove over to Part 52 and take
advant age of the opportunities there for the standard
approval .

MEMBER KI RCHNER: So when you, you're
probably coming to this so | apol ogi ze for
i nterrupting, but when you have t hese pre-application
engagenents, do you go through this or do you pretty
much | et the applicant pick, obviously the regul ations
are there. They're available to anyone to utilize,
and the burden of the proof is on the applicant that
they have the nmaterial to satisfy the NRC review

process, but do you have a candid di scussion with the
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appl i cants about the options and what's required?

MR DUDEK: And I'll start that. And |
woul d say, absolutely yes. | say for each one of the
three applicants that are currently in-house, in ny
shop, they have all cone to us and we had that brutal
and col d-hearted discussion of, this is what we hope
to acconplish and this is what we want to do, how can
we nost effectively do that.

And | think where we've ended up with all
three applicants is with topical reports. So they
want to flood an idea to us and get an early
regul atory foothold or they have something new and
novel that they want the staff to viewand get initial
t humbs up, thunbs down on, or nethodol ogies that
t hey' ve devel oped and that they want to inplenent in
their overall CO.L applications, they have been
submitting those things to us early and allowing us to
buy in on those concepts and ideas and risk-
significant aspects.

And then devel op an SER or devel op sone
kind of position paper on those that gives them an
early, what we l|like to call an early regulatory
foothold. So that they kind of knowthe bounds and it
allows themto better proceed with their design and

how t hey design it.
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MR. BEASLEY: And on ny, on our side, we
have had simlar conversations with the potential
applicants. And it hasn't been hard conversations,
t hey, because of the aggressive schedul es that they
are pursuing they've recogni zed the two-steps process
lets themget started alittle bit earlier, gives them
nore tine while the construction permt applicationis
being reviewed. It gives themtine to finalize their
desi gn before they submt the COL application.

And so, it hasn't been a hard di scussion,
but certainly we have recognize that to do a CCL
application you need to have a fini shed design, a very
mature design in order to be able to support that
application. And the applicants have recogni zed t hat
as wel .

And we Mke said, they' re sophisticated
enough to recogni ze the benefits of pre-application
and the regul atory footprint that they can get through
pre-application engagenent, and so we are benefitting
fromthat, from several of the devel opers.

MR. BLEY: Could you folks talk a little
bit about the thing you brought up where sonebody gets
a Part 50 license, and naybe they do a couple of
plants refining their design, and then conmes in under

Part 52. The ease of transferring things that were
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reviewed under Part 50 to Part 52 is kind of an
undefi ned ar ea.

Have you worked anything out there that
seens to becom ng clear to you?

MR BEASLEY: So, I'll chine in first and
just say that we haven't heard anything formal from
any of the applicants of that, pursuing that |ine.
It's just hallway conversations of thinking down the
road if they're successful in getting some reactors
sold and going into a |l arger production effort that's
kind of what their thought is.

Wth respect totransferring areviewfrom
the Part 50 to a Part 52, | haven't really heard any
t hi nking along those lines. And certainly, when we
have tal ked about, talked with the applicants about
subsequent applications that use the sane design, it
certainly should expedite our review.

The nore we can, the | ess there are design
changes the nore we can rely on the previous review.
And so that should make things go easier.

And so | know t hat sone of the applicants
are thinking along those lines, but we haven't done
anything formal about transferring those types of
revi ews.

MR. BLEY: Well, the process makes sense
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on first blush and | think it's a good one. And that
woul d eventually let Part 52 do what it was supposed
to do in allowing you to replicate plants pretty
easily.

| would think that it wouldn't be, it
woul d be useful if the staff started thinking about,
you know, as you go from a design cert to a COL you
have t hat process for identifying whether the designs
are identical or whether they' ve changed alittle bit.
And it would seemthat same process ought to apply.

Surely, easily as you cone from Part 50
over to 52, unless there are a | ot of design changes.

MR DUDEK: So, | would offer that the,
two different aspects. So the level of information
needed during an operating |icense and devel opnent of
that FSAR for FSCR, it should be equivalent to what's
produced, in some respects, during a COL application.
The |l evel of information should be the sane.

And the standard design approval is a
pretty flexible process soit would take that | evel of
technical information or | evel of design infornmation,
and staff would have to look at it and do a delta
review. But in my hunbl e opinion, | would think that
that would be pretty equivalent to be able to get an

SBA for an FSRA that was established under a COL
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versus an operating license under Part 50.

MR BLEY: That seens to nake sense. And
seens to be, at | east on for starters, as being pretty
transparent and easy to do. So it will be an
interesting tine.

MR. DUDEK: Next slide, Carolyn. So
Chairman Renpe, | think this is really where | think
your questions reside about a |ot of the nandatory
hearings and the ACRSreview. This is really the nore
i n-depth slides on, this one is, Nunmber 10 is on Part
52. And | think Nunmber 11 is on Part 50.

But it outlines, in greater detail, what
those interactions are with nmenbers of the public,
with the conmission, with the ACRS and what the
approvals are. So, | think that's where these next
couple slides really add sone val ue.

CHAIR REMPE: | agree but it just m ght
not have the sanme level of detail. It seem
appropriate, especially since they're on the website.
Those earlier diagrans.

MR DUDEK: Under st ood. And "1l take
that back and Brian, M and | can consider those
comments. Absolutely. And nmaybe there is a better
one that we can conbine all of theminto to.

CHAI R REMPE: The reason |I'm also
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enphasizing this is, | think when we get with Part 53
|"ve al so regularly brought up it would be nice if we
can see in the diagram how it's different and sone
things like that. And also as you do the alignnment
for Part 50, 52, to see how things have changed. It
woul d be ni ce.

MR DUDEK: | will take that for action as
well. Sonme very, very good conments.

|f there is no other coments --

MEMBER BROWN: | have one.

MR, DUDEK:  Sure.

MEMBER BROVN: All  of these charts,
i ncluding the two back on Slide 6, which showed ACRS
neetings in both steps, they say neeting. This nost
recent one you show now nmakes it nore obvious. Wat's
that, Slide 11. 10 or 11, one of the two.

Rarely is, in other words, we're supposed
to have one neeting that's going to reviewthe entire
process, design certification process. That's what
that inplies.

And | find it very difficult to see that
we're going to have one neeting to cover all aspects
of all of the technical areas that are supposed to be
reviews. Reviewed.

MR. DUDEK: So Mo is going to hel p nme, but
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| think it's grouped, it can be classified as group of
neeti ngs because even during the NuScale review in
Phase 5 there were three nont hs of neetings, right, on
different technical topics, on different chapters.
And it depends on how you break it out.

But we did sonme very good | earni ngs under
NuScal e on identifying re-significant el ements of each
chapter and having neetings on those topics versus
chapt er-by-chapter neetings. M?

MR. SHAMS: Thank you, Mke. A hundred
percent what you said. Dr. Brown, that is not our
intent at all to, in any way, prescribe how you're
going to nmeet with us, in specific one neeting or
anot her.

Wen we develop, |1'Il just wuse the
exanpl e, when we devel oped t he Kairos schedule we've
envi sioned the interaction with ACRS over a period of
time. Starts, depends on the maturity of a given
section or a give part of the application. W can
bring that early, we discuss it with you. It depends
on your interest. And then we nature as we go forward
in the review

So this is just a representation --

MEMBER BROWN:  Ckay.

MR. SHAMS: -- of your interactions with
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us.

MEMBER BROMWN:  All right. | just didn't
want to send the wong nessage out to the public
relative to what was the involvenent. Sone peopl e
expect multiple sessions --

MR. SHAMS: Certainly.

MEMBER BROMWN: -- and | think that's what
we could expect. Wat you said was fine as |ong as
it's just over sone tine that's all.

MR. SHAMS: Certainly. That's the case.
Yes.

MEMBER BROWN: Thank you.

CHAI R REMPE: Al ong those |ines about
sendi ng the wong nessage to others, the staff review
doesn't get conpleted before it cones to ACRS. There
is an iterative process with this Part 52 because of
the way chapters are submtted and things are
resol ved.

And sonetinmes fol ks mght even docunent
some reports that have been issued that they think
that ACRS review is after staff is over and adds to
the length of the schedule. And in fact, if you'l
t hi nk about what happened with part, the DC for the
NuScal e design, we finished our last neeting and

i ssued our letter pretty close to after the staff
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revi ew was conpl et ed.

So, something else in the diagram m ght
avoi d sone confusions by other organi zations. That's
just a conment to consider to.

MR. SHAMS: Certainly. And |'Ill take that
coment. W can add some notes to the cited docunent
to explain that this is just a sort of a, a bit of a
i near depiction of howthis goes, but that's not the
way it goes. They overl ap, they conpl enent each ot her
and what have you. W can add that.

CHAI R REMPE: Thank you.

MR SHAMS:  Sure.

MR.  DUDEK: At the very least, an
iterative process and a F on the neeting would
definitely be warranted. At least on this slide.

So, Carolyn, w thout any further ado, |
t hi nk we' ve seen the public invol venrent and we' ve had
di scussion on these slides. And this is really the
relationship as we've discussed before between the
ESD, the SDA and the COL.

Just a very good overview slide and how
you can interchange and m x the pieces and parts and
t he benefits of Part 52.

So the next slide. So this is really

where the rubber neets the road, in nmy belief, onthis

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

53

presentation. And in the things that the staff review
doi ng new and different.

And | can talk all day on pre-application
activities because |"'ma big supporter. And this is
something that | tell it in every discussion with ny
appl i cants.

As Brian had nentioned in the very get go,
there's an ML nunber listed in that very first bullet
of pre-application and engagenent white paper that
we've sent out to all the applicants, it was
originally devel oped and i ssued for advance reactors.
But we've read it on the SVWR side of the house.

And as Brian has cone over, he's brought
a lot of good learnings to us. So we're really
utilizing this as well as sending it out to all of our
applications. Wether it's GH Holtec or NuScal e.

And really, not only reiterating these
nmessages it'sreally making it a firmstance that somne
of this stuff really is needed.

And the second bullet really goes to the
applicant's general responses. | think we've
di scussed a little bit of that.

Getting good i nformati on and getting good
and tinely responses fromour applicants it just adds

to our effectiveness of the review |If we don't have
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timely responses and their not quite hitting the mark
of where we need to go technically, thenit's goingto
take additional tinme. It's going to take additional
RAI's, or RSIs, in the pre-application real mgoes.

O it nmay necessitate us to stop the
review and really press pause until the applicant is
really able to get us sonething that we can bite onto
begin the review Because as you renenber, our
acceptance review states that we're able to, we have
enough infornmation to be able to conplete the review
O at least start.

And that's a higher bar than what we need
to start the review So we really do go above and
beyond to | ook for hol es and things that the staff has
guestions on. And we try to get those out and on the
tabl e very, very quickly.

MR. BLEY: This is Dennis Bley again. One
t hing, and the |1 SG does tal k about the | essons | earned
fromthe construction permts for the NPUFs, but one
of the key things that was really of interest between
the staff and the ACRS, at the tine, since nostly
nobody who had been involved in earlier reactor
construction permts were still around, in either
organi zation, was the depth and breadth that was

really needed in the construction permt.
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And on the reactor safety side, | think
when we cane down was, you had to identify anything
that | ooked like it mght be inportant for inclusion
in the safety analysis and identify any key know edge
gaps that would need to be filled in before the
operating license was requested. On a conbi ned
l'i cense.

| didn't see that particular aspect
spel led out, maybe it is, | mght have mssed it, in
the ISG Is it there or have you thought nuch about
that side of it?

That issue of what really needs to be here
in the safety analysis, at the construction permt
stage, was kind of the key issue and we both had to
westle with back a coupl e years ago.

MR. DUDEK: Absolutely. And if | could
of fer, Carolyn, would you take that for note and naybe
add that into your talking points towards the end of
t he di scussion where we're specifically highlighting
t he |1 SG?

Wul d that be okay, Menber Bl ey?

MR. BLEY: Again, |I'ma consultant not on
the commttee, but yes, that would be fine.

MR. DUDEK: Ckay.

MR. BLEY: And | just want to nmke sure
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it's there. Maybe it's already there and | m ght have
mssed it in my reading.

MR. DUDEK: Ckay. We'll try to adjust
that during the |l atter part of our discussion today on
the | SG  Absolutely.

MEMBER HALNON:. Hey, Mke, this is Geg
Hal non. On the pre-application engagenents, a
relatively young process back when | was in |icensing,
but have you guys set any kind of procedure or office
instructor, or anything like that, that gives the
standard tenplate for how those neetings go?

What materials to bring, who to bring and
what the expectations for the results of those would
be?

MR. DUDEK: So let ne get started. A ot
of that is depicted in the pre-application engagenent
paper that we've sent out.

And it also depends on topic-by-topic
di scussions on what the applicant wants to discuss.
| f they want to di scuss ECCS system well, we can set
t hat up.

And that goes to the last bullet on the
slide is that we have changed our thinking just a
little bit and tweaked it to, hey, a pre-application

audit on a specific topic could be very valuable. O
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we have a page turnit, if the applicant has sonet hi ng
that they want to submt to us, we neet with them
early and go through it page-by-page and answer any
specific questions that they have to make sure that
this doesn't fall flat when it cones in the door.

MEMBER HALNON: Ckay. 1'Il wait and we'l|
talk nore about it, but | recall that I went to sone
pre-application neetings and either we didn't bring
the right people or the NRC didn't have the right
peopl e available. And it turned out to be noderately
effective, if not less effective.

| just wonder if there is any fornal
expectations put out there yet on how to do that.

MR DUDEK: So let's talk about that. And
that really goes to the third bullet is, what are the
expect ati ons and when.

It allows the NRC to adequate budget and
resource our staff and know what work is comng in.
And we' ve really been focusing on what the applicants
are submtting to us.

The regul at or engagenent pl ans and |l etters
of intent. Both are very useful tools on, hey, what
do we want to discuss, when do we want to discuss it
and who do we need on the phone during these

di scussi ons.
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So to exactly that, that third bullet is
really the tool that we're using to get there. O
trying to use to get there.

MEMBER HALNON:. Ckay, thanks.

MR DUDEK: M, did that --

CHAIR REMPE: |I'm sorry, | had a couple
of , or one question and then a couple of conments. |Is
there a firm process in place for when you decide
whether to have ACRS review a white paper? Is it
al ways al | oned?

You nentioned, provide us a |list of
docunents or are there sone that you just decide, no,
this isn't worth even offering to ACRS?

MR DUDEK: So, | don't have that |evel of
know edge, but | will speak for topical reports. And
the fact that the commttee does see all of ny topical
reports that we review and approve. That is a
conmm tment that we've nade to the conmittee, and |
think that we've fulfilled it.

And in fact, we just had one yesterday on
NuScal e' s building and design, right. But as for
white paper, | think that's really, Dan, M and Ben
can really add sone insights on that piece.

MR SHAMS: Thanks, M ke. So |let ne have

Ben start and | can augment.
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MR. BEASLEY: So, white papers, and |

will, again, get intothisinm slides alittle bit,
are really nore for informal feedback. W do not, so
the other word is flexibility.

And so we want to provide applicants sone
flexibility. And so, again, general, we do not
provi de any kind of formal feedback to a white paper.
And so because of that, there is really no need for
ACRS to get involved.

But as Mke said, certainly for topica
reports we offer all of those to ACRS for a year
reviewif you are interested. But white papers, it's
much nmore informal, much | ess specific and so thereis
not any concl usions being drawn by the, or findings
bei ng drawn by the staff for those.

MR. SHAMS: Thank you, Ben. [If | might
just add a little bit. So yes, exactly as Ben
indicated, it's an informal process.

W scale it up or down based on the
vendors interest. And so we have not really
identified the need, given its informal, nunber one.

Nunber two, just the | evel of information
bei ng exchanged bet ween us and t he vendor, we have not
identified a need to cone to the comittee. But

that's not to say that we wouldn't identify that in
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the future. But it would be a bit of a rare occasion
that we would conme to you for a white paper, but not
i npossi bl e.

CHAI R REMPE: (kay, thank you. And then,
actually at this slide and the prior slide where | was
going to try to enphasize the point | raised earlier
about, | think the NRC Staff should consider sone
gui dance for technical and topical report content.

| " ve seen at | east one applicant, and |'1|
suspect there will be nore, that their planis to have
multiple reviews of topical reports. And | get that
the Staff thinks they've nmade sonme progress in the
safety evaluation that clearly says, until you get
data though we aren't going to approve this
nmet hodol ogy.

MR. SHAMS: Right.

CHAIR REMPE: It has been official from
some aspects, but then the unattended consequences,
t hat suddenly your total staff hours and your schedul e
gets expanded. And so, nmaybe sone sort of mnina
threshold i s needed.

And the same thing with what is an
acceptable submittal for a COL application guidance
woul d be hel pful, | think, in avoiding controversies

in the future.
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MR SHAMS: So if I, yes, if |I take that

guestion on. So, for the COLA application we actually
do have a detailed guide. And we strive to have a
detail ed gui dance. So, Reg Guide 1.206, it |lays out
what is needed in a COLA application.

For a topical report, | think you're
bringing a very interesting point. To what degree we
woul d provide sort of an expectation of a |evel of
detail. That's sonething that we need to reflect on.

But the point we need to offer, why this
is a bit challenging, because there are no sort of
topics for topical reports and technical reports
these are just areas that a | i censee deci des t hey want
to i nprove a net hodol ogy versus an approach for doing
the certain analysis versus a set of data that they
obtain fromtesting. So it's broad in that regard.

All we would offer really is just that
clarity on the level of detail. Specificity and how
do you address the regul ation.

So, | heard the comment and it's very
interesting, but | just wanted to share that. But it
is not, it would not be that sinple to provide a
unified and sufficiently detail ed gui dance.

MR  BEASLEY: And 1'lIl  echo M's

observation there. One of the things we've been
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thinking as we've had a variety of devel opers,
devel opers that are new to the nuclear industry, we
wanted to provide sone flexibility.

You know, different, even experienced
reactor vendors do things differently. And so we
wanted to provided that flexibility for a devel oper,
a vendor to approach issues the way that they wanted
to and support themin that.

And so that would be a challenge to
provi de sone specifics for what needs to go into a
topical report or a white paper, with respect to
enabling that flexibility that we want to offer.

MR. BLEY: Yes, that makes a | ot of sense.
This is Dennis again. On the other hand, maybe you
need sonething simlar for yourselves so that when
sonmebody submits a topical, or wants to resubmt a
topical or is proposing an area where it's clear,
they're going to cone back several tines in the sane
area to give you the flexibility to say, this doesn't
have the | evel of detail we need yet and work on it
some nore before you submt it.

And ot herwi se, | got that sane sense Joy
did that you could be re-reviewing simlar but
slightly different information many tinmes. |f what we

saw a coupl e of tines, continues.
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MR, SHAMS: Yes.

MR BLEY: Think about it.

MR. SHAMS: No, that's true. That's very
true. And we're seeing that.

One of the approaches that we're seeing
from a couple of different developers is they wll
send us a white paper, get informal feedback on that,
get our thoughts. They'll nake sure they'|ll advance
their design a little bit and then they'll conme in
with a topical report.

And that will further the design sone.
And then they'Il cone in later with maybe a nore
conprehensi ve topical report. And so, yes, we are
seei ng that.

| think what you' ve seen is that when the
applicants come in with topical reports that even
maybe are not as robust that they could be, we are
witing lots of limtations and conditions. And so,
again, a part of our thought is wanting to provide
that flexibility.

And if you don't give us nuch real
information then there is going to be a lot of
l[imtations and conditions in the safety eval uation
t hat we --

MR. BLEY: And maybe the thing you do from
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there is, you don't cone back to us until you've
addressed all of those limtations. Don't conme back
every tinme you fix one of them

MR SHAMS:  Yes.

MEMBER PETTI : | nmean, couldn't you do
sonmething |i ke a best practices? Because you guys see
t he topical reports, we see the topical reports and we
see the huge difference.

The disparity, frankly, fromwhat | cal
t he | egacy vendors that have been through this many,
many times, and t he new guys who just don't know where
the bar is, if youcould just tell them best practice
is that there is data behind this nodel and that the
topi cal report does that. O herw se, understand that
there could be a potential Iimtation, you'll have to
come back. That will take | onger.

What are the inplications of not neeting
the best practice, if you will, without calling it a
gui dance and sayi ng you have to do it that way. But
to make sure they understand the inplication.

Because it's like you're getting a
dropper, an eyedropper at atinme, instead of the whole
cup.

MR. DUDEK: So yes, | would offer nany,

this is a perfect segue into Slide 15, which is, |
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bel i eve, nope, how about 16. Which really is the best
practices slide.

And | can go back to the previous slide,
i f needed, but the best practices. And | would offer,
the topical reports do exactly that.

W have just finished a updating LI C 500
regarding the overall structure and how we process
topi cal reports. W have added sone additional neat
to that guidance docunment on what is the |evel of
information required to accept topical report.

And as | think Mo and Ben di scussed is, it
is topic-by-topic. And it is very dependent on those
pre-application engagenents and t hose pre-application
di scussi ons.

Does the staff, for the topic presented,
does the staff truly know what is being proposed and
what the applicant is asking for. Once they know t hat
and they see the technical details, then we can start
filling in the blanks. And we do that in the
t echni cal review

And as we said, we do not accepted it now
unti | we have full understanding and enough
information to conplete the review So we have to
have enough i nformati on i n-house and an under st andi ng

about what applicant needs to be able to nove it
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forward to conpl etion

Now, that's not to say that we're not
going to seek sone clarification or ask a request for
additional information in that process. In those
processes. But the level of information is there to
process and to start with that review And to send it
out to all of the applicable reviewers and get people
i nvol ved.

CHAIR REMPE:  Still ny --

MR DUDEK: So | would offer that.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay.

CHAI R REMPE: Still, nmy thoughts,
theoretically, if there was, sonmeone cane in with a
net hod and they didn't have any data, why not say, yes
that nethod | ooks good, but why didn't you suggest
this as a white paper and we'll give you that
feedback. But until you have data, we're not going to
accept it as atopical report. |Is that too drastic of
a response back to avoid having rmultiple reviews of a
topi cal report on a met hodol ogy?

MR DUDEK: | don't think so at all. And
| think we've actually put that into practice, M,
right?

MR. SHAMS: Absolutely. And | was going

tojunp inthere. There are plenty of situation where
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we acknow edge that this topic is not right for being
a topical reports to get a staff review and get an
ACRS review for it, and it better off be a white
paper .

So we've done that. And it's a great
advice to us and to the vendors. Yes.

CHAI R REMPE: And so probably we have not
seen that since we don't review the white papers.

MR. SHAMS: That's exactly right.

CHAIR REMPE: But |'ve seen --

MR. SHAMS: That's exactly right.

CHAI R REMPE: And some of the nenbers are
saying, we're seeing things where it just seens like
you mght want to be a little nore restrictive even.

MR.  SHAMS: Hey, and | appreciate,
certainly appreciate the point. And | think being
sort of operative while, | nean, the |l evel of maturity
for the different topics by different vendors vari es.

And | understand that we can establish a
sort of a mininmumbar that everybody has to neet. But
also, that has to be sort of balanced with the
opportunity to give them flexibility to come in and
get sone formal review and positions on sone parts of
t heir net hodol ogi es. But points well taken.

MEMBER PETTI : | just had two nore

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

68

guestions/conments. One is this understandi ng of not
reviewi ng white papers.

And maybe |'m just going back too far in
hi story, long before | was on the Conmittee, but the
NGNP white papers that | wote a |lot of retractions
of, went through the full thing. Was that | ust
because DCE requested it so it was sort of not norma
it was out of the nornmal conpared to what you normal |y
do with a regul ar application, because it wasn't even
a real applicant, I'mam --

MR. SHAMS: Sure. So, that's why |, when
| sort of responded | got kind of stayed a little bit
hedgi ng because there will be white papers that we
woul d cone to you. Depends on the topic, depends on
t he pedi gree of the paper.

MEMBER PETTI: Ckay. GCkay. No, thanks,
t hat hel ps.

MR SHAMS:  Yes.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay.

MR SHAMS:  Sure.

MEMBER PETTI: And then, | saw the bullet
on the audits and | got the sense that both sides, the
applicants and staff found audits to rmaybe have nore
val ue than they thought going in and so that in fact

you m ght be doing nore audits than RAls, is that --
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MR.  SHAMS: So, | think that's a great

observation on what we've experienced recently. And
| think Mke and the team have been sort of sharing
wi th you, |ooking for ways to i nprove our efficiency,
having nore direct interactions with |icensees.

Build trust, build know edge. Sort of,
you kind of cut back on a nunber of formal RAIs and
witing back and forth. So we're seeing that.

| woul dn't say a bl anket statenent that it
is the absol utely best approach due because there are
times where clarity becomes nore inportant than just
being steady in the review So you'd have to wite
down the question such that vendor or the applicant
knows exactly what you're asking for.

So in general, they offer a great way of
getting information faster, but there are tinmes where
we have to wite RAIs to declare the clarity needed.

MEMBER PETTI: Okay, thanks.

MR SHAMS:  Sure.

CHAIR REMPE: And then | guess | want to
expl ore your response back on the use of Reg QGuide
1. 26.

MR SHAMS:  Sure.

CHAIR REMPE: So if a person cane in with

a COL application and you were to accept it, then the
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staff would have expected that they would clearly
define the approved net hodol ogies and all the safety
related SSCs with sufficient detail that there
woul dn't be any questions |ater.

And that's been conveyed that they wll
not, the staff is not going to accept any nore
applications that are that way. Is that a true
st at ement ?

MR. SHAMS: That is a fair statenent, yes.
Yes, the reg guide would layout the process for
reviewing the application. The content of the
application, certainly the content of the application,
the regulation itself. So it's 5279 that |ays out
what needs to conme in the COLA

But then the reg guide would | ayout nore
of the, like lack of details if you would and what
we' d be | ooking for. So, yes, | would say between t he
regul ati ons and t he gui dance t he appl i cant shoul d have
sufficient information on what they need to submt.

CHAI R REMPE: And this reg guide, it
sounds like it's not totally done or it's being
updated or it's out there and the staff had that
gui dance in the past?

MR,  SHAMS: So, that guidance has been

updated back in 2007. Prior to the new reactor
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renai ssance, if you would. And that was geared
towards the Vogtle and the Summer approaches found.

| cannot speak to our design to renew it
now. What we're trying to do, as you all have been
partnering with us on that is the TICAP, ARCAP.
That's our new gui dance, if you would, for non-Ilight
wat er reactors.

And the intent is to develop that to plan
to deal with the 1.206. But 1.206 still stands for
light water reactors.

CHAI R REMPE: But for the non-LWRs, is
there perhaps sone updates needed to make it nore
clear to sonme of the design devel opers comng in?

MR. SHAMS: Yes. | woul d say probably our
efforts are best geared to the TICAP, ARCAP and t hat
ot her pieces of guidance that we're devel oping, as
M ke indicated, that the CP guidance that we would
use.

So, we're, one of the things that | w shed
we had responded to earlier, when you asked about, how
do you deci de whi ch gui dance to approach or the tinme
for it, we really sort of canvas all the pieces of
information that's out there.

Appl i cations com ng in, type of

applications, what technology is comng in and what
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regul atory framework that they're com ng in under 50
versus 52. And we tailor our efforts based on that.

So I'll say for 1.206 update, that would
not be a top priority for us. W're focused nore on
ARCAP, TI CAP because that's where we're seeing folks
are comng in wth.

MEMBER BALLI NGER: 1. 206 has an update
date on 2018, not 2004 or '05, or whatever you said.

MR. SHAME: | said 2007, but you're
absolutely right. 1'm sure there are other updates
came along the way. But that was in nmy mnd that the
mai n update, back in the day when we were taking on
Part 52.

MR. DUDEK: Any additional questions? 1'd
like to focus back on the best practices and sone of
the learnings on Slide 16 if | coul d.

So thereis nultiplethings in our tool box
in pre-application engagenent activities that we can
utilize. \Wether it's those face-to-face page turn
activities that | discussed earlier, which we neet in
the room and actually go through their submttal to
ensure that there is no gaps identified and that we
have a clear understanding of what their trying to
request in their topical report.

Also, as we've discussed, regulatory
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audits are also being utilized for a lot of those
activities. If we see that we have a huge gap i n what
we need or what we proceed, sonetinmes we wite the
RSI . And sonetines along with that RSI, if it's
extrenely in-depth and conplex, we will open up that
regul atory audit to have those di scussions to ensure
t hat we have an adequat e under st andi ng.

W' ve also, as we saw in NuScale, we've
i ssued regul atory gap analysis letters on any uni que
areas of the design that we see a gap between the
regul ati ons and what the applicant wants to do. W
found that very beneficial to at least identify and
get those itens out on the table during NuScal e.

And | think that we, for every new
application we refer the applicants to those gap
letters for good practices. And things that would be
beneficial if they undert ook.

Al so a best practice that we've identified
is getting early alignnment and discussions on, and
reviewi ng those consensus codes and standards and
incorporating them into the staff guidance. And
really that cones down to understanding the techni cal
el enents that the applicant is comng in with and
aski ng those good questions in howthey relate to any

consensus codes and st andar ds.
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| al so note, as with anything else, we're
al ways | ooki ng at our supported docunentation. And |
think this goes to Chai rman Renpe's coment s of how do
you pick and choose and how are you review ng and
updati ng docunent ati on?

And | think Brian has alluded to, thereis
a lot of the regulatory guidance that we're updating
as part of the 50, 52 rulemaking. Dan is certainly
doing a | ot of updating of their version of 1.206 with
t he ARCAP and TI CAP gui dance.

The 1SGis going out. W have updated t he
gui dance on topical reports in LIC 500. And t hat
shoul d be on, that's going through rmanagenent review
now and so on and so forth. So updating our gui dance.

And as the |l ast bullet states, we're al so
taking a critical |ook at how we conduct sone of our
activities during the review Whether it's how we
interface with t he ACRS, how we conduct the rul emaki ng
activities.

And when we start sone of those activities
can pay a |l ot of dividends down the road. And we have
a lot of good learnings on both fronts. The
rul emaki ng and the ACRS during the NuScal e Phase 5,
Phase 5 review.

Next slide please. Again, activities
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supporting an efficient review. This goes directly to
sone of the comments that we've had earlier.

Subm ssion of a high quality application.
So, we can only do so nuch with what we get. And in
a lot of those pre-application engagenents really set
the standard and set the expectations on what a high
qual ity application is.

If we get a high quality application, as
we' ve di scussed many times with one of those senior,
nore polished or old school applicants that kind of
know what we're | ooki ng for and howto present things,
things go much, much snoother. And we are able to
accept those applications and nove them forward and
of fer themconsolidated tinelines associated wi th that
and get those back out on the street and get them a
regul atory footprint sooner, sooner perhaps thenif we
have a | ot of questions and a |lot of RAIs on a topic.

And as Brian said in his opening remarks,
using a risk-informed approach to focus the staff
resources. You know what, and | think we experienced
that during the ACRS review of the NuScale
appl i cation.

W took a | ook, a risk-infornmed approach
and we're brought those itens in front of the ACRS,

and it worked out very, very well versus goi ng t hrough
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an entire chapter, by chapter, by chapter. And
commensurate with the safety significance.

So |l think that's a tried and true aspect
and sonething that we're trying to focus and get early
buy in with our applicants on.

Conpl ete and ti nely subm ssi on of response
to request for additional information. This is where
alot of the time of the review is taken.

W take the tine to develop a question
that works with the gap that we see in whatever we're
reviewi ng, whether it's a topical report or COL or
design certification or an ESP we send up, per our
processes of request for additional informtion.

And it really is incunbent upon the
applicant to understand, first of all, it"'s incunbent
upon the staff to develop a high quality RAl and
really get down to the crux of the issue and what is
the safety concern with what |'m aski ng.

And then it's incunbent upon the applicant
to request a clarification call if they don't
understand what the staff is requesting. And t hen
provi de a response in a tinely and high quality nmanner
so that the staff can conplete that review and add
that i nput back into their safety eval uation report.

The fourth bullet is tracking the process
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of highly challenging issues. That's sonething that
we utilize very, very well during the NuScal e review.

There were a lot of new things that we
hadn't seen before. So, what does any good engi neer
do, they make a list. W make a list and we start
tracki ng what those highly challenging issues are.

How we' re progressing, who's in charge of
t hem and what di scussions have, we've had so that we
can easily pass that list to managenent to help us
facilitate and push those comrunications and those
i ssues forward if we're being, we're not gaining the
alignnent on atinmely or efficient manner. Yes, sir.
Yes, Vesna?

MEMBER DIM TRIJEVIC. Sorry, |'m |l ooking
for nmy m crophone.

MR DUDEK: CGo ahead.

MEMBER DI M TRIJEVIC. So, |'mvery curi ous
her e. Basically, you know, sonetines this safety
signi ficance nmeani ng, we knowthat sonmethingis safety
significant when we see it.

But how do we here, to use this risk-
i nformed approach, how do we determne the safety
significance of that issues?

How do you visualize those safety

significance woul d be detern ned?
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MR. DUDEK: So maybe Mo and Brian can hel p

me, but | think it starts off with SSCs that are
highly risk and we conpare it to a current operating
plant. The ECCS. Sone of those high profile systens
that we all knowthat are integral to a plants startup
and shut down operati ons.

MEMBER DI M TRI JEVI C: Yes. And that's
exactly what | neant. W all know what is safety
significant when we see sonething based on our [|ight
wat er reactor experience, right?

But even then, that's not al ways t he case
because in nmany <cases it's depending of the
contribution, you know. The |ack of power could be
nore significant than ECCS. | nmean, it's al
dependi ng of the design and things |ike that.

And then vyou're neeting totally new
designs that this is totally out of the bat. So, you
know, and we have i dea when we discuss the, so we are
not really using PRA right.

And we discuss other approaches to rank
the term of safety significance. And | just wonder
how do you propose to define this in your actions?

MR. DUDEK: So | think, and Mo m ght be
able to help ne, | think that goes to engineering

j udgenent and what we know of the current operating
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fleet and what's risk significant. And then we parl ay
that into our new reactor designs and we add that to
the HCls and the first of a kind design features that
we identify in docunents.

But if this applicant cones in and they
don't have an ECCS system that goes right on the
list. Holy snokes, we've never seen this before, how
do we deal with this. So we start those engagenents
early.

MR, SHAMES: If I may offer additiona
t houghts, | think Mke said everything spot on. I
think it's a conbination of a nunber of things.

So, if we're in a safety case that's nmade
t hrough a PRA, per say, or for instance, then we have
a tool to guide us and guide our attention to the risk
significant attributes of the design. |If the safety
case is made through a different approach, like a
maxi mum hypot heti cal event or such, then the focus is
on how bounding is that event.

The point is well taken. W don't have
the particul ar experience that we have or the length
of experience that we have with |ight water reactors.
So, that for a while is going to result into being
potentially nor e conservati ve, seeki ng nor e

i nformation, focusing nore on areas until we l|earn
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that they're not particularly that significant.

So there is a learning part of it that we
just all have to endure. And to the best that the
tool is going toinformthat |earning and it expedite
that | earning process, | think we're all striving to
do that.

MEMBER DI M TRI JEVI C: You know that,
lately | have beconm ng, you know, nost of nmy life |
work with risk involved application, but lately I've
becom ng very sensitive because this term is now
becom ng used al |l readily, al ready used without really
basi c point of the risk inforned application systemto
understand the risk we are tal king about.

So, you know, without defining what risk
we are tal king about we cannot have a risk-informed
appl i cations, you know.

MR SHAMS:  Yes.

MEMBER DIM TRIJEVIC. And then it becones
a sort of, you know, overly used in situation when we
don't really have a, you know, the current risk to
which is the PRA. And we may have a totally different
ri sk metrics.

So, | just would like to see, sonetines
when we are discussing, that's okay, these things

cannot be solved. As you say, we will |earn as we go.
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That's totally understandi ng.

But | would like that there is sone |ist
of the things we track. As | say, neither here or
there. You know, and how.

W didn't decide of them we are using
t hese term nol ogy but right term nology is chall engi ng
because of bl ah-bl ah, blah-blah. And there is sone,
you know, |ike dictionary of the other things which we
don't really have a precise definition and we don't
know enough in this nonment to discuss it.

Because you just said, they say, oh fine,
good risk-informed, we're going to decide that we're
going to rank, and then this is the nunber, this is
nore than a streamline process, we're going to use
ri sk-informed approach, we're going to use basic
safety significance, which we nay not know about t hat,
t hese.

So it should be kind of, you know, a
colum there saying that the issue with that could
nmean bl ah- bl ah, bl ah-bl ah, you know. | just wanted to
make this comrent because |'mgetting very sensitive
that this is going to be risk-informed, it's going to
streaniine and everything is going to be fine.

MR SHAMS: G eat comment and f eedback for

us, thank you.
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MR. DUDEK: Yes. Point well taken, Menber

Dimtrijevic. So bear with nme, four nore bullets
about how we're continuing to support and pronote an
efficient review, and then we're going to dig in on,
going toturnit over to Ben to dig in on white papers
and topical reports.

And really, supporting an efficient
review, you know, it's that fourth and last bullet.
Early coordination with everyone, whether it's the
applicant, technical reviewers, technical managenent,
seni or managenent on any of those highly chall enging
i ssues get early understandi ngs to everyone. Up, down
and si deways.

And even with the | egal staff. So getting
some of the legal reviewers onboard for these highly
chal l enging issues and things that we haven't seen
before, first of a kind itens, has proven very, very
usef ul . We've brought them into a lot of the
di scussions. And they've guided our path forward on
mul ti pl e things.

Third to last bullet. 1 think we've used
pretty extensively, and discussed today, how we're
using audits just alittle bit differently in the pre-
application foruns. And it can be to review things

that aren't exactly clear or first of a kind. You
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know, anything that we want to diginonalittle bit
further we've been opening those pre-application
audi ts on.

W' ve even been using themnore, even nore
effectively during our reviewto dig in on key itens
and get those answers. In concert wth asking, those
requests for additional information.

In order to do that in audits, each
appl i cant has been devel opi ng an el ectronic reading
room so that they can put proprietary docunents and
non- publ i ¢ docunments up in those readi ng roons and we
can read that information. That's the only thing that
we can do for it. W can't copy it, we can't downl oad
it because it is the applicant's docunents.

W' ve been using reading rooms pretty
effectively during audits to review whether it's
pr edeci si onal i nformation, or that  proprietary
information. And to gain additional insights during
t hose evol utions.

MEMBER HALNON: Hey, Mke, this is Geg.

MR. DUDEK: Sure.

MEMBER HALNON: Who's controlling the
readi ng rooms now, is that a vendor that the |icensee
sets up or you guys?

MR. DUDEK: Oh, we do not control it in
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anyway, shape or form it's the vendor's readi hg room
They allow certain nenbers access to certain
docunents. And you only have reading rights.

MEMBER HALNON: Okay. So thereis no FO A
or anything like that issues at all then?

MR.  DUDEK: W do not have any of that
information in our possession, correct.

MEMBER HALNON:. Ckay, thanks.

MR. DUDEK: And then the last bullet is
something that Dan is trying very successfully, and
it's that use of core teamrevi ew approach

Havi ng, and the concept behind that is,
havi ng t he sane peopl e reviewthe sane itens for other
applications so that you're getting a consistent
techni cal nmessage out for simlar topics. So that has
cl early denonstrated benefits and has val ue as we nove
forward. So that's sonething that we're eval uati ng on
an even greater scale.

MR. BLEY: That has a |l ot of value, and in
the past the Conmmittee has criticized areas where we
see two very different | evel of review as you go from
application to application. | think that's a great
st ep.

MR. SHAMS: Thank you. And that's our

vision for that approach is to provide that
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consi st ency. To be able to also have a degree of
scal ability.

Looki ng at the technology, it's maturity,
it's novelty of the safety features. So we find that
approach one of enabler to do that scalability we're
| ooki ng for.

But | al so wanted to convey that it is not
an approach of isolation because there are so mnuch
expertise around the agency that we need to | everage
in a nunber of areas. So it is one that conbines
bot h.

The ability to concentrate and integrate
the revieww thin a group to have that consi stency and
the focus, but also one that reaches out to the
subj ect matter experts around the agency to support
the reviewin a broader way. So we're | ooking forward
to see how that, how well that's going to work on a
hi gh risk application.

CHAI R REMPE: M ke?

MR DUDEK: Joy.

CHAI R REMPE: | think we're going to
switch topics to white papers, and then there i s going
to be reviews of topical reports and then the Kairos
specific discussion. And we'll not going to get al

of that done, clearly, because we're past 3:30 for the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

86

schedul ed break tine.

Is this a good tinme to have a break or is
the white paper review discussion pretty quick and
you'd i ke to get through a couple nore topics before
we have a break?

MR. DUDEK: | nean, it's conpletely on
your di scretion, Chairman Renpe, but yes, | think this
woul d be a good break time because | will be swi tching
over to Ben Beasley and he will be really digging into
the white papers topical reports.

And it's not specifically howwe' re doing
Kairos, it's, we're highlighting sone of the process
i nprovenents and ways we're advertising how we're
doing Kairos. So a little bit different tw st then
just how we're doing the Kairos review.

CHAIR REMPE: Ckay. So | guess let's go
ahead and take a break and cone back at 2:00 p. m

W mi ght be going | ate today, and is there
sonmebody in your staff that's going to have to take
off or are we just going to hold off on the
construction permt ISGif we can't get to the topic?

MR.  DUDEK: Vell, that's a perfect
guestion. The Committee has cane to us and requested
information on the 1SG A briefing onthe ISG So we

were going to start those discussions today and then
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gauge your interest and your |evel of, the |evel of
activity in possibly giving you a second briefing.

But if, again, at the end of the tinme that
di scussion is not able to be had today, we can
certainly work with M. Snodderly and Ms. Burkhart to
provide a nore ful sone briefing on the ISGat a |later
tinme.

CHAIR REMPE: So, again, your story is a
little different than the way | heard it because it
was | i ke a spontaneous addition and we had planned to
di scuss this based on what Menber Bier had | ooked at
with her review and so | thought this was a staff
initiated advanced discussion, but we'll do what we
can today and we're flexible either way.

But let's go ahead and take a break. And
we'll come back at 4:00 p.m So that will give us 12
m nutes for a break, okay, everybody?

MR. DUDEK: Ckay.

CHAI R REMPE: Thank you.

(Wher eupon, the above-entitled matter went
off the record at 3:48 p.m and resunmed at 4:00 p. m)

CHAIR REMPE: | have it's 2 o' clock, and
so let's go back on the record. And we'll hear about
white papers, right?

MR. DUDEK: That's correct. M. Beasley?
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MR. BEASLEY: Yes. Good afternoon. So |

am Ben Beasley. | ama senior project nmanager in the
licensing branch in the division of advance reactors
and non-power production and utilization facilities.

And so, here starting Slide 18, we'll talk
about white papers. The advance reactor policy
statenent encourages early engagenent by reactor
devel opers. And we've been talking a | ot about pre-
application interactions.

There is also a regulatory roadmap for
non-light water reactors that was put out in 2017
whi ch descri bes various feedback options and vari ous
revi ews. Feedback options include verbal exchange,
witten correspondence, safety eval uations.

Typically for white papers we will have a
di scussion and agreenent with an application on the
scope of view of the white paper and the type of
f eedback that they want.

So an applicant nmay submt a white paper
to us seeking i nformal feedback, and t hat can all ow us
to ook at a prelimnary design. W can focus on
technical issues related to the safety of the design.
VWhat ever feedback the applicant is seeking.

And again, it's informal so our response

does not constitute an agency position or provide any
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finality or back fit protection, anything like that.
The objective of a white paper is to increase the
applicants understanding, for them to be able to
expl ore problens or potential design support, design
speci fic deci sions.

And we don't have any i nternal gui dance or
specific requirenments for the devel opnent or the staff
revi ew of white papers. W' ve given feedback on white
papers t hrough neetings, through letters. W've even
given feedback through a joint report wth the
Comm ttee and the Nucl ear Safety Conmm ssion.

So, it's a, | mentioned earlier, alot of
flexibility inthis process. W have had an appli cant
ask for nore thorough feedback of a white paper and so
we' ve pushed back on that a little bit.

The intent is to keep white papers
informal, but again, wanting to be flexible we can
work with an applicant to give them the type of
feedback that they're after, that's really going to
help themto mature their design. And staff usually
spends about a hundred hours or so in that ball park
reviewi ng a white paper.

So next slide please. So the benefits of
white paper, |'ve just |isted sone here. It's

prelimnary feedback in response to the applicant
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request, so they wll ask us about |Ilicensing
appr oaches.

They' Il talk about the content and the
format of their application. Wat regul ations may be
applicable to their specific design, what codes and
standards they're interested in using.

Qualification strategies, methodol ogi es,
testing plans, are those sorts of things. W' ve
gotten white papers for all of these. And it is
hel pful to be providing the applicant's feedback on
that. It was very useful for them

And it is very useful for us as well. W
gai n a good understandi ng, a good know edge of their
design and the possible licensing approaches that
they' re going to pursue.

One other benefit is, and that's been
nmenti oned before as well, is just that as |ook at
white papers and topical reports and gain that
knowl edge, that gives us the opportunity to have a
nore efficient and a shorter review once an
application is submtted.

So next slide, Car ol yn. So the
relationship between white papers and a |icensed
application. Hopefully an applicant tells usintheir

regul atory engagenent plan what their plans are for
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white papers and topical reports.

Most of them do, but sonetines their
efforts are fluid and they don't spend the tine
updating their regul atory engagenent plan. But that
is certainly useful for us for planning purposes.

And as | nentioned, of course we provide
feedback to the applicant, which is useful for themin
developing their application and maturing their
desi gn.

It's very dependent on the topic of the
white papers. Some things are just, 1'Il say
atypi cal, where they have sonme design features, sone
novel approach and they just are interested in our
t houghts on that. And so that works well. Again,
that's informative for us as they're, just so that
we' re awar e of what possi bl e |icensing approaches t hey
m ght pursue.

It supports their ability to assess
different alternatives, and nake progress on their
design. And it helps us to prioritize our review
Prioritize our preparations for their application.

And as we've nentioned a coupl e of tines,
white paper feedback is informal. It provides |ess
specificity and | ess regul atory certainty than topical

reports.
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MEMBER HALNON: So they, Ben, thisis Geg

Hal non. What is the formof feedback you give, is it
emails, verbal, both? Is it witten?

MR. BEASLEY: Yes.

MEMBER HALNON: \What's the fornf®

MR BEASLEY: Yes, we have done all of
those. So we've had discussions in neetings, public
neet i ngs. And the witten docunentation is the
neeting sunmary of that. W have witten letters
back, we have witten emails back.

As | mentioned, we even did a joint report
with SNSC. So it nerely is varied. It's really work
they're interested in.

If they're trying to keep their budget
low, I mean we, | said that we generally in the
bal | park of 100 hours, we've had sone white papers
where they ask us to keep it | ess than 50 hours. And
so there is not really tine to wite them nuch of a
letter in that, and so we woul d do the review and t hen
hold a neeting with themand gi ve themour feedback in
t he neeting.

MEMBER HALNON:  Ckay.

MR, BEASLEY: Mb?

MEMBER HALNON: When the industry wites

a letter through NEI, is it the sane way as with an
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applicant?

MR. BEASLEY: So I'm going to have to
defer to M ke maybe. | have not dealt with any white
papers from NEI. | would presune it is a simlar
process that we would do the review, to the extent
that NEI would like, in order to support their
efforts.

M ke or Mo, any other insights on that?

MR SHAMS: Yes, let me chine on this,
Ben. So if I may just sort of highlight sonething
that Ben said that was inportant.

So our response to white papers is
actually neither, and is intended to be flexible to
adj ust to the vendor's budget. What they would like
to reinvent it, if you would, for that purpose.

To be able to, that scale it up or down
based on the level of effort they want us to spend.
Whether it's a neeting, a little bit nore than that.
So that's kind of what Ben was reflecting on.

To the second part of the question about
what you do with an NEI, it depends on what process
that paper is comng in. If it is a, if it is a
rul emaki ng process then it becones part of the
rul emaking. That's a set of comments that we woul d

consi der.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

94

If it's a methodol ogy t hat they're | ooki ng
for us to endorse, then that's a different approach
maybe. W would do a fee waiver for that. If it's
somet hing that we actually needed it and it's going to
support the guidance. So it's going to depend on what
process it shows up in.

MEMBER HALNON: Ckay. All right, thanks.

MR SHAMS:  Sure.

MR. BEASLEY: Ben. So we're ready for the
next slide. Slide 21. So this is the beginning of
t opi cal reports.

An applicant can submt a topical report
for review and approval that contains information
about anything they want. Reactor, SSCs, a safety
topi ¢, a met hodol ogy.

Non- LMR applicants comonly submit a
topi cal report to us outlining which regul ations they
bel i eve are applicable to their design. And al so what
they are proposing to use for their principle design
criteria.

A topical report nmay reference technical
reports that provide results of researching testing
for analyses, which can then be used to validate
conmput er codes, conputer nodels. O other information

for the application.
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And |' mgoi ng to make the di stinction here
bet ween t he topical report and a technical report. In
the regulatory roadmap the distinction is that the
techni cal reports are for staff information. W don't
provi de feedback on them

W review them we study them because we
want the material in them W're interested in the
i nformation provided. But it's not generally givento
us for, well, it isn't given to us for feedback. So
f eedback woul d be through the white paper or through
a topical report.

Now, M. Halnon earlier had asked about
neetings, pre-application neetings. W really have
not described that, discussed that in the pre-
application white paper that was referenced earlier.

The neetings tend to be nore informal in
that their specifically asking for feedback in
neeting, you know, staff is going to be hard pressed
to consider sonething presented by an applicant and
gi ve feedback i medi ately.

Certainly we can discuss a variety of
things in pre-application neetings, but  what
regul atory approaches makes sense, stuff |ike that.
You know, what the guidance is asking for.

But the pre-application neetings are not
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somet hing that we have seen a |lot of activity on with
respect to that being a source of infornmation exchange
or source of information for the staff.

So on the next slide.

CHAI R REMPE: Excuse ne.

MR. BEASLEY: Yes.

CHAIR REMPE: | took a brief |look at this
LIC-500 and in addition to ny comment earlier about
you might want to think about tal king about a nmi ni nal
| evel of detail, there was another point that we
rai sed i n our NuScal e | essons | earned | etter about the
i nportance of having the topical reports approved
before we |ooked at chapters that used the
nmet hodol ogi es.

And t hat happened with t he NuScal e exanpl e
where we were reviewing chapters on transient and
acci dent analyses that relied on the nethods before
t he net hods were approved. And so this is sonething
el se you mght want to nention in the report.

And | didn't see that in this LIC 500
But nmaybe | missed it.

MR. BEASLEY: Right. Very good point.

MR. SHAMS: Yes, it probably isn't. And
| certainly appreciate the comrent. It probably

isn't. And | think that would really be captured,
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which | believe it is, under |essons |earned from
| ooki ng at the NuScal e review as a whol e.

It's just, to kind of control the tine and
such, application wanted to get a particular
nmet hodol ogy approved, it really is just a case-by-
case. It depends.

But to your point, it is far nore
beneficial to have done t he net hodol ogy approval first
before referencing in an application. So certainly
that's a great point.

MR. BEASLEY: Yes. Absolutely. So nove
on to 22 here. So, just in general, for topica
reports we spend in the ball park of maybe 500 to 1, 000
hours on those. So it is certainly an order of
magni t ude, greater review than white papers.

The benefits to the applicants is that
they get early review and feedback on those topics
fromus. And as well, if ACRS chooses to review the
topical report and the safety evaluation, then the
applicant is getting the benefit of your feedback as
wel | .

And so that is a valuable tool for the
appl i cants. It does inprove the efficiency of the
licensing process by allowing us to see the

net hodol ogi es, their designs, they're operational
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requi renents before they cone in with an application.

And of course it does give us a |lot of
efficiency if, when they submt those applications
that we've already reviewed it and have a safety
evaluation witten wth sone |imtations and
conditions that can be referenced in their
appl i cation.

And this point, the third bullet is
simlar. Just that it facilities sone regulatory
certainty on those nethodology designs that are
ref erenced.

One of the big advantages, as we get into
sorme of the nore advanced designs. Like we're | ooking
for the right adjective there, but the further out
designs is early identification of potential policy
i ssues.

They can al so provide the technical basis
for a specific licensing action. And it's wused
extensively for obtaining our findings, our thoughts
on t he proposed desi gn features or anal ysi s net hods or
what ever the topic of the report is looking in to.

MEMBER Kl RCHNER:  Ben?

MR. BEASLEY: Yes.

MEMBER KI RCHNER:  This is Walt Kirchner.

MR, BEASLEY: Yes.
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MEMBER Kl RCHNER: Turning back to
technical reports, often the vendors wll have
technical reports that they will include as part of

the SAR, right?

And then it becones part of the licensing
basis. At that point then you woul d probably at | east
| ook at the technical report as part of your revi ew of
that particular chapter?

MR BEASLEY: Yes. And it's, | nean,
didn'"t mean to inply that we don't |ook at the
techni cal reports --

MEMBER Kl RCHNER: Ri ght . | knew you
didn't.

MR. BEASLEY: Right. But it was whether
or not we provide feedback on them W're not witing
a safety evaluation for the technical reports.

MEMBER Kl RCHNER:  Ckay.

MR. BEASLEY: But yes. Wen it comes in
as part of the application, then yes, it is providing
basis for our findings in the application review in
the safety eval uation

MEMBER KI RCHNER: Right. But then it has
no generic applicability, it's just case-by-case as
it's cited, right?

MR. BEASLEY: Right. That's correct. o
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ahead. | think we're ready for Slide 23. The

relationship between topical reports on a future
appl i cation.

So this is simlar to the white paper
Usual ly the applicants tell us about their plans for
topi cal reports in a regul atory engagenent plan, which
is very useful for us to, for planning purposes, to
prepare a teamto be available to review the topica
reports.

The staff findings are, can be referenced
because we have witten a safety evaluation. The
findings can be referenced in a |icense application.

And of course the <conditional, the
l[imtations and conditions are expected to be
addressed when we are reviewing a specific
appl i cation.

And in a topical report having a safety
evaluation will certainly provide nore specificity and
nore regulatory certainly than white papers.

So that was the last slide | had on
topical reports. | knowl've probably talked alittle
fast. Any questions on topical reports?

And sone of this is not new to you.
You' ve been revi ewi ng topical reports for us for quite

a while.
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MR. DUDEK: And | just wanted to add that

for Chairman Renpe that her identified |essons
| earned, we have absolutely captured that as part of
the NuScale review. To conplete the topical reports
before they conme to, the SER conmes to the full
committee. So yes --

CHAIR REMPE: So, | was going to ask you
in the next slide rather than now, but since you' ve
brought this up. It says it's going to be issued in
early 2022. |1'mreal curious about when it wll be
i ssued, and if you can give us any other heads up of
what all is in your |essons |earned report?

MR. DUDEK: It has not been approved, it's
still going through managenent review. | believeit's
sitting on Rob Tayl or's desk.

So we are hoping that that's going to be
conpl eted and signed out in the near term And when
it does, we will interact with M. Snodderly to see if
Commttee would like to receive a briefing on that.

CHAIR REMPE: | would |ike to see a copy
of it, whether we get a briefing or not. | think it
woul d behoove us to be aware of what's in it.

Dave, did you have a questi on? Your hands
up.

MEMBER PETTI : Yes. The regulatory
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engagenment plan, | know ACRS usually doesn't review
that, doesn't get to see it, but it mght be hel pful
when you get to sonme of these advance designs, at
| east | have personally experienced in Kairos, as the
lead for the ACRS, is that the topical reports cane
in, in the exact opposite order, technically, as |
woul d have expect ed.

And it may be really hard to review it,
because you only saw, there were three topical reports
that were all sort of highly interrel ated, and readi ng
one w thout knowi ng what the other two said nade it
difficult. And I'mjust tryingto figure out if there
is sonething there that we could avoid inefficiency,
if you will.

MR DUDEK: So | would offer, and I'l
take a first stab at thisis, alot of the information
that the applicants have been provided in those
letters of intent, or those regulatory engagenent
pl ans, is very proprietary and has not been actively
shared outside of the people that need to know it.

And t hey have been keeping very close to
the best on the nanmes of the topical reports, when
they' re being submtted, and even the tinelines. So
|"ve been struggling nyself in trying to get that

i nformation in-house on, to get a full schedule and a
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full idea of when things are coming in and what's
com ng in.

MEMBER PETTI:  Yes.

MR. DUDEK: So | share you concerns, but
yes, those have been submitted in a proprietary
format.

MR. BEASLEY: And just fromny experience,
as Mke said, they do keep them pretty close to the
vest. It's their business plans and so they consi der
it propriety and ask us to treat it as such.

But certainly, you know, your point is
good. And | think you've shared that with us before.
Just the order of the topics was kind of reversed of
what woul d be expected. And that's sonmething that we
can | ook out for.

W typically don't, applicants don't
typically ask for feedback, although we do interact
and we do di scuss the regul atory engagenent plans with
them We typically don't provide them any kind of
formal feedback, but certainly that's sonmething we
shoul d watch for and can do.

CHAIR REMPE: | just was hoping we'd see
ot her proprietary informtion. Maybe don't have a
neeting onit, but to not |let the cogni zant ACRS st aff

nmenber be aware of the whole plan is, and it sounds
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like, Mke, you' re not even seeing their engagenent
pl an?

| nmean, is it something the staff limts
nore tightly than other things with the proprietary
i nformation?

MR. DUDEK: So I'm still working on
getting those for all three of my applicants.

CHAIR REMPE: But they submt it to NRC
but you're not allowed to see it?

MR. DUDEK: | amallowed to see it when it
comes in, yes.

CHAIR REMPE: So it's just it hasn't cone
in. Soonceit's conein, couldn't it be shared with,
in this case, Dave is overseeing the Kairos one,
right?

MR. DUDEK: Yes. W can coordinate that
with our nanagenent and try to set expectations on
sharing that. M?

MR. SHAMS: Yes, let me dig that. So |
certainly appreciate the desire to look at this
information. And | don't think we really have any
secrets here that we wouldn't share wth the
Commi ttee, per say.

But just, we're | ooking at these docunents

as managemnment docunents. W have many of these tools
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that we run the reviews by. So to the extent that
it"'s relevant to an area that you all are revi ewi ng or
interacting with us on, we certainly, we would share
it with you.

But these are just docunents that are
influx that the vendor offers to us at their
discretion. It is not sonething that we ask themto
do. So, just as a managenent tool.

So to what ever degree that supports your
review, we can see how we can support in that regard.

MR. BEASLEY: And yes, as M said, we're
primarily using it for planning purposes for resource
expectations. These reg engagenent plans are very,
very light on any technical informtion.

They may give us the title of the topical
report and the quarter in which they expect to send it
and that may be all they tell us. So there is no
techni cal depth to themat all.

But certainly there is no reason, | don't
think, that we couldn't share it with staff as | ong as
you protect the proprietary aspects of it.

MEMBER PETTI: So t he ot her concern | have
is, as we're going here, you're going to talk about
t hese cross-cutting areas that should be | ooked at in

nore detail. And |I've already been asked, what's the
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Comm ttee want to see on Kairos.

Vell, what | really don't want to have
happen i s what happened i n NuScal e where there's still
a topical report out there that's dragging al ong and
we're already starting into the CP application. So,
if you just had, if you have the full picture in your
head it just would obviate that sort of concern.

MR SHAMS: | think that's a fair
guestion. W should have the ability to provide this
i nformation. Whether it's directly that the
engagenment plan itself or a synopsis of it that sort
of relates to parts of their review

So we should be able to support that.
That is not too nuch to ask.

MEMBER PETTI:  Yes.

MR. SHAMS: And thank you for asking that
guestion. Yes.

MR BEASLEY: So, the list of docunments on
this slide, you're famliar with all of these. W've
tal ked about the light water reactor, CP |SG Ve
t al ked about the NuScal e | essons | earned, we' ve tal ked
about TI CAP and ARCAP.

The staff white paper on the applicable
regulations to non-light water reactors, that was

devel oped in conjunction with OGC, and has been very
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useful for the industry for the applicants.

The 1SG on right sizing environnental
reviews is very inportant to naking these reviews
efficient and tinely. And of course Reg CGuide 1.232
on design criteria for non-LWRs and 1.233 on the use
of the Ilicensing nodernization project are very
i mportant.

So, next slide please. So nore process
enhancenents. So we are working, we're continui ng, we
have been working for a few years on a streamining
our safety eval uati ons.

One of the things we're doing nowis we're
t aki ng out the back and forth on RAI's and just keeping
the informati on fromthe responses that is supporting
t he basis for our decisions.

We're |l ooking to inprove the quality and
the readability of the SER W' re enphasizing that we
need to be witing in plain |anguage. VW want to
focus on the basis for our decisions and not be
providing lots of detailed information or history or
that type of thing.

And we've also alluded to a new review
process. W'rereferringtoit as the flexible review
process. |t does support the generic master schedul es

that were devel oped for the nuclear, NEI MA Nucl ear
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Energy | nnovati on and Moderni zati on Act.

And then one of the other things we're
focusing on in a flexible review process is totry to
get early interactions with you. And through those
early interactions that will support us focusing on
specific technical areas that you're interested in.

So | think we're ready for the next slide,
which is conparison of the different review nodels.
So this one says the Kairos pilot nodel, it is our
flexible reviewnodel. And we are piloting it on the
Kai ros Hernes application.

The division has proposed this approach
because it is quicker. Being able to review an SER
wi t hout any open itens for us, for managenent, for the
attorneys, for youis a nore efficient process. It is
a qui cker process.

And so that's why the, why we did that
with the flexible nodel. And that nmakes it conparabl e
to the four phase nodel that's shown in this table.

For the different mlestone groups in the
flexi ble nodel, the draft safety evaluation is where
the technical reviewers wll be evaluating the
application for conpliance with the requirenents. And
they'Il be conposing their input for the safety

eval uati on.
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Then any hol es, questions that they have,
that's addressed in SER conpl eti on where we will work
the RAIs and audits to get any additional information
we need and cl ose those gaps in the safety eval uati on.

So the responses to the RAIs and the
audits help us conplete the review and conplete the
docunentation, which is in the safety evaluation
report. And that roles into the advance safety
eval uati on.

During that mlestone group the project
managers and the lead technical reviewers on the
review team assenble the entire safety evaluation.
They check it.

Check the inputs that's been received from
all the various technical reviewers, assenble it and
edit it. Check references. It gets a tech edit.
Those sorts of things.

And then once that advance SER is pulled
together it is given to the managers to review and
given to OCG for their review So once we have the,
once the SER approval mlestone group is finished we
have t he approved SER whi ch woul d t hen be nade public
an woul d be pronptly provided to ACRS to support your
full review

And thereis, two or three slides fromnow
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"1l show you ny intent for what we want to do on the
Hermes project. This m|estone group schedul e shows
that you get a, after the whole SER is assenbl ed and
revi ewed and abl e to be made public, but we do want to
engage you nuch earlier. And so we'll tal k about that
in a couple slides.

But then after your reviewstaff will make
any additional changes that we need to. And produce
that final version of the safety evaluation report.

MEMBER Kl RCHNER:  Ben?

MR. BEASLEY: |'Ill pause here. Yes?

MEMBER Kl RCHNER:  Yes, thank you. Thisis
VWalt Kirchner. WlIl, this Kairos nodel, pilot nodel,
okay, | get it, but it inplies there will be no RAIs?

MR. BEASLEY: No. The RAI portion of the
process is in mlestone group two, SER conpletion. So
yes, we would certainly be having RAIs, we will be
havi ng audi ts to address addi ti onal information needs.

The draft SER stage, the m | estone group
one, is where the reviewers are conducting the
majority of their review. And our expectation is that
t hey conpose safety eval uation input.

But obviously that input is going to have
some, they mght have some additional information

needs. It's going to have gaps init. And so that's
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what's addressed in nilestone group two through
audits, through RAlIs, is closing those gaps. Filling
t hose hol es.

MEMBER Kl RCHNER: | just, personally I
found this confusing. O the inplication, not what
you just described. It's not captured.

| nean, basically it's the four phase
approach in the mddle, you just subdivided A B and
Cinto steps, | supposed.

MR BEASLEY: Well, so we didn't, what we
did when we cane up with the flexible review process
was we started from scratch. Wat's going to work
wel | for us.

And there were a couple of nuance things
about the four phase schedul e, the six phase schedul e
that had kind of constrained the project nmanagers in
NRO. And so they were the ones, it was NRO project
managers that were taking what they had learned in
managi ng projects for the large LWRs and putting
t oget her this process.

And it's flexible. W' re using different
tools for planning and nmanaging the project, for
trackingit. Andsoit's, alot of the flexibilityis
for us, it's for the project managers.

As far as other people, they may not see
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the, it's not obvious what the differences are going
to be. And because they're not great. Like you said,
it is very simlar to the four phase schedul e.

MR. SHAMS: It has been, and if | may just
add a little bit. So as we were designing this
project, | would not | ook at this also as a revol ution
but rather as nore of an evolution a bit.

But the focal point is, we try to
enphasi ze the SER and the SER devel opnent as the
products fromthe staff. That's where our focus is.

And as we kind of discuss a little
earlier, we're considering the scalability of our
reviews and what we need to do. And in that regard,
there are reviews that maybe RAlI has becone | ess of a
tool, and naybe through audits we get all we need.

There are reviews al so where perhaps the
reviewitself is, or the applicationis fully conplete
and we don't need to do an SER with open item

So we did, we want ed t o de- enphasi ze t hese
particular, if you would products that nay or may not
be relevant to a review given its scale and
conplexity. So that's why the newterm nol ogy, again,
it's not intended to be a revolution, but it's
intended to be just focused on the SER and the SER

pil ot.
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Wth that, there will be a use of RAIs if
necessary versus audits. There will be itens that are
open that needs to be closed. So that was our intent
of the term nol ogy that we used.

CHAI R REMPE: Dave, did you have your hand
up?

MEMBER PETTI : Yes. Two questions, or
poi nt s. | think Kairos is in the chute, it's the
right itemto nodel as a pilot.

But it may be necessary, but not
sufficient if you look at, | nean, this is a 35
nmegawatt machine that's going to come in under the
test reactor rules which allowl ess depth or burden of
proof as opposed to one of the larger DOE ones that
are going to conme in. | think we nmay want to consi der
those as pilots as well to convince oursel ves that the
process i s robust across the size of the technol ogi es.

The second point is that, | think you said
this but I wasn't sure, the ACRS review, that's the
formal review, but it would seemto ne it would be
useful to get briefing back around m | estone two. You
know, what were the big issues you guys found to get
us to stop thinking about it. To kind of align, get
our brains starting to work on it.

Here is the design, here is what we found
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were the big issues. So | think it would make the
Item C go faster if we kind of had sonme earlier
interactions, not with letters and all that stuff, but
nore briefings and interaction.

MR. BEASLEY: And you're right. 1 agree.
And we'll get into that in a couple of slides.

MEMBER PETTI: Oh, okay.

MR. BEASLEY: Yes.

MEMBER PETTI: CGood.

CHAI R REMPE: So before you go there,
again, thisis aconstruction pernmt where thereis an
ACRS review for it as well as an ACRS review for an
operating license. Howdifferent is this fromwhat we
did with SH NE?

MR SHAMS: | can take a stab at that. |
don't particular believeit's that different. | think
we didn't particularly have that term nology and the
desi gnations that we have for these different groups.

W essentially have done the sanme parts of
it, and perhaps organi zed somewhat differently. But
| would not say that the delta is that significant.

CHAIR REMPE: That's ny take on it too.
And so again, if one were to say we'd like to start
doing this with a Part 52, | mght have a |ot nore

guestions. And so | was really relieved to hear at
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t he begi nni ng of this neeting, because it wasn't cl ear
to me before this neeting that --

MR SHAMS:  Yes.

CHAIR REMPE: -- this wasn't a pilot for
t he whol e caboodle. And so |I'mreal happy to hear
this is just a pilot for an NPUF that's a non-I|ight
water reactor. And so I'ma bit nore relieved.

| would like to see nore structure on
these interactions that show up in the Slide 28.
Because | think sone structure to them naybe groupi ng
what topics or chapters together for the discussions
woul d help facilitate the final review, as it didwth
t he SHI NE process.

MR. SHAMS: | agree. And we're definitely
nodel i ng --

CHAI R REMPE: Al so, we had neetings on
SH NE and there woul d be --

MR,  SHAMS: I'"'m sorry, go ahead. ' m
sorry.

CHAIR REMPE: Yes. In the SH NE process
we had a bunch of chapters and we had sonet hi ng where
a question would conme up by ACRS that no one had a
good answer for, and so we had followups in the
neetings. And so | think that that hel ped make the

final reviewinthe letter we issued on SH NE goi ng a
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l[ittle bit snoother.

MR SHAMS: And we're conmtted to
offering the same |evel of interactions and
opportunities. Again, being this is a pilot, we're
| ooki ng for what woul d be the optimal way of reaching
out to you, the timng. And | know Ben indicated
t hat .

W actually wanted to cone to you as early
as next nonth, but it is just a matter of scheduling
with the vendor. O the applicant.

So we're on the same wavel ength. W'l
structurethis, we'll learn fromthis experience. And
we're certainly looking forward to applying it to a
| arger reactor. One of the DOE reactors as well.

CHAI R REMPE:  Thanks - -

MR. DUDEK: Chairnman Renpe, | would al so
offer, as a note, is that for the NuScal e SDA t hat has
| ess rigor than the design certification, we do, the
tentative plan is to use the four phase review
schedule. And | have noted the inportance of, early
in Phase 2 or B, getting to the Commttee and briefing
them on any highly challenging issues as was
recommended earlier in this discussion.

CHAI R REMPE: Yes, because SDA, if things

go as | see in the popular press where you have an
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over 50 percent up-rate, there mght be a lot nore
guestions and so we'll see how well that works. But
of course there is not finality with an SDA

MR. DUDEK: Correct.

CHAI R REMPE: So there is a bunch of
things to think about on that one. But this one
doesn't raise as many questions in nmy mnd.

MR. BEASLEY: So let's go on to Slide 27.
So this is a notional schedule that | don't want you
to pay any attention to the dates. This was prepared
before we had really firnmed up the dates for the
Hermes project. And it was just illustrative.

And so you can see here, the primary point
| want to nake is the long line for the ACRS revi ew
It's in the, the Kairos Hernmes review is the top set
of bars. And what, the like fifth bar down is the
ACRS revi ew.

So that's, I'Il get into this in the next
slide of how | want to do this. But the intent is
that the earlier we can have invol venent fromyou the
early we can have involvenent from our managemnment
team the earlier we can have involvenent from the
attorneys. The quicker the reviewis going to go, the
nore efficient the review is going to be. And so

that's part of our objective.
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W tal ked earlier about the core team W
do have attorneys that are on the core team And so
that is very beneficial for us.

As we get into the next slide, it's going
to, in order to be able to work early with you, it's
going to necessitate that we work early with our
managers.

MEMBER KI RCHNER: So, Ben, can | turn that
around on you and say that the ACRS hel ps the staff
engagenment their managenent sooner, and the | awers,
to expedite the process?

(Laughter.)

MEMBER Kl RCHNER: No response required.

(Laughter.)

MR. SHAMS: No response required is fair.

(Laughter.)

MR. BEASLEY: And so this slide is just a
feeble artist, | can't even say that, |I'mnot even a
feeble artist, I'm an engineer, so | just tried to
illustrate what | was thinking with respect to how we
m ght wor k toget her quickly, or early, in the process.

And so as staff is doing a review, we're
going to have sonme chapters that we wll conplete
earlier than others. And so ny thought was, we'll get

t hose reviewed so that they can be made available to
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t he public and share themwith you and start engagi ng
on the review.

| "' m hoping that this doesn't bite mne.
ama, very much aman optim st and so ny expectation
is that this will work. It could be that it may not
work out so well, but we're going to push hard to try
to make it work. To get you as nuch as we can as
early as we can. And so, we'll have to see how the
revi ew goes.

As you've nentioned, it mght work for
this review because it is just a construction permt
for a test reactor. And so once we get to, once this
process is applied to a larger effort, it may not work
gquite as well. But certainly, nmy desire is for early
engagenent .

And what |'ve identified as sharing with
you is the conpleted chapters, but | am conpletely
open to any i deas, any suggestions you have for how we
can engage early with you on whatever topics that you
want to hear about.

MEMBER BALLI NGER: This is Ron Balli nger.
I"'mlead for the SHI NE application and there are a
coupl e of unique things that are going on with SH NE
but |'ve cone to the conclusion that the RAl cycle

turns out to be the long pole in the tent. In the
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sense that if there is anything that can be done to
mnimze the nunber of RAIs and the |ength of that
cycle, boy, that would be a big help.

MR BEASLEY: Yes. And so one of the
statutes that we're going to enploy to try to be nore
efficient inour reviews is increased use of audits to
try to address that i ssue. Because, yes, we recogni ze
that RAIs are, you know, a lengthy process. And so
if we can get the infornmati on we need t hrough audits,
you know, that tends to go nmuch quicker

Another thing that we're doing that's a
little bit of a nuanced approach with Kairos, and it's
actually Kairos that's doing it with us, is as we
share with themprelimnary RAls, they respond, they
tell us that they' re going to respond quickly. And so
that prelimnary RAl never natures to becom ng a ful
RAI that gets sent by letter.

And so again, this process, |'m very
hopeful, I"'moptimstic that it's going to work well
with this project. You know, one of the factors that
it my work well is because we have such a responsive
Applicant, such an Aggressive applicant that really
wants to make it go quickly and is really taking
advant age of the opportunities to respond to us, you

know, before we get involved in a little bit nore
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| engthy, formal, RAlI process.

MEMBER BALLI NGER: Yes. I nmean, |
understand that it's a two-party event here. | nean,
you woul dn't ask for the RAIs if you didn't need t hem
And so it's incunbent upon stressing to the applicant
that the conpl eteness of the applicationis really the
initial driving force.

MR. BLEY: So this is Dennis Bley.

CHAIR REMPE: | see your hand up, Dennis.

MR BLEY: [|'msorry?

CHAIR REMPE: | see your hand up, but |
just wanted to quickly before, since |'mChair of the
subconmittee, | just wanted caution you about using
audi ts.

There was a recent design center
interaction where it turned out that the staff really
di d a good j ob on docunenting the results of the audit
so we could investigate how sonething had been
resol ved. And when you don't have an RAl with a paper
trial, it could get lost. So if you do that, just
pl ease nake sure that everybody knows it's inportant
to docunment well. And then go ahead, Dennis.

MR. BLEY: The discussion here got ne
t hi nki ng. And if you guys think back, our second

round of revi ewon NuScal e was or gani zed under t opi cal
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areas rat her than chapters. Sonme of those cut across
mul ti pl e chapters.

And | knowit's difficult, but if you can
think of a way to pull together your reviews so that
your RAlIs were integrated in that kind of way, it
m ght hel p cl ear up a nunber of issues all at one tine
and hel p the applicant in responding to you. |Instead
of having quite as many, you'd have fewer with nore
detail .

MEMBER BALLI NGER: But | think that we're
trying to do that with SH NE

MR SHAMS: W are.

MR. BLEY: May | nake a note that --

MR, SHAMS: Oh, go ahead, Dennis, go
ahead.

MR. BLEY: | just was going to say it's a
good suggestion, and |I' mmaki ng notes, so go ahead ---

MR SHAMS: Yes. And | wanted to also
perhaps comment on that, is to make sure that we're
absolutely aligned again on ensuring that there's
adequat e docurnent ati on for t he exchange of
i nformation.

The audit process is not a shortcut, per
se. | triedto present it as nore of a, a nore direct

and less formal-1ike approach of witing and waiting
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for a response. You know, perhaps a human
interaction gets nore done, nore bang for the buck, if
you woul d, than a question sent.

But there's room for the question. And
there's al so formal document ati ons associated with the
audit process. There's an audit plan, there's an
audit sunmary. And any information that is needed to
support the regul atory concl usion would really need to
be supported -- it would need to be submitted on the
docket anyway.

So there are tools that augnent and
conpl ement the audit process to | everage t he best part
of it which is the human interactions, and the direct
fashi on t hat has taken place, but al so docunent what's
taken place for longevity as you indicated.

CHAI R REMPE: Dave, your hand's up?

MEMBER PETTI: Yes, just a question off
the top of ny head. Confirmatory analysis, is there
criteria when you decide you need it and when you
don't? Because that's a pretty, you know, invol ved
step in the overall approval process. Have you guys
gi ven any thought to that?

MR BEASLEY: So I'm not aware of any
criteria of when we woul d need confirmatory anal ysis

and when we woul d not. You know, we have tal ked about
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that a little bit on the Hermes project. And, Yyou
know, our mission is to have reasonable assurance.
And so if we can get confortable with a reasonable
assurance finding without a confirmatory analysis,
then that will be our preference. But certainly, you
know, if we want the confidence that a confirnmatory
anal ysis is going to provide, then we'rewilling to do
one.

MR. SHAMS: Perfect. Yes, then if | may
add, yes, it's not a cut and dry. It is nore of, you
know, an engi neering judgenment. But there are cases
where they present thenselves as great opportunities
for such confirmatory anal ysis, areas of uncertainty,
areas where you want to assess the sensitivity for
certain variables, and new net hodol ogy that we would
want to assess its viability using potentially a
different alternative approach

But Ben is sort of spot on. |It's got to
ultimately drive our ability to nmake a concl usion
|"d like to say that we sort of stay away from we've
done it in the past, so this is an area where we just
do confirmatory analysis. 1'd rather find us really
appl ying nore critical thinking to where are we goi ng
to pick and choose where we do the confirmatory

anal ysi s.
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MEMBER Kl RCHNER: Vell, it seens to ne,

Mohanmad, that it's incunbent on the Applicant to
denonstrate where they're proposing unique design
features either through prototypical testing or sone
ot her data and/or experience that these, to address
Ben's point, these particular design features wll
function as advertised and allowthe staff to conme to
a reasonabl e assurance deternmination that they wll
i ndeed provide that safety function.

But it's really first incunbent on the
Applicant, not on the staff, to conduct thorough
confirmatory anal yses of an advanced design. At | east
that's how | would approach it, if | were in your
shoes, for the opening ganbit.

MR, SHAMS: Oh, absolutely agree wth
that. W absolutely believe that if there's any on
pl ace in our pre-obligationinteractions that we think
woul d be, you know, nost benefitting fromthese early
interactions, it's the novel areas, the areas wth
safety features that haven't been addressed before.

And t hen we have regul ation that actually
| ays out what an applicant needed to, you know, to
denonstrate the viability of such features. That's at
5043 echo. And it lays out what needs to be done,

you know, in the conbi nati on of operating experience,
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testing, analyses, and the like. So we're spot on.
| think that will be a key area for an applicant to
come to us early on and have the right dialogue to
nmake sure that we're on the sanme page on how to
denonstrate the viability of a new safety feature.

MEMBER PETTI: |'mvery supportive of this
approach. | just harken back to the MAw days when
| arge anobunts of noney were given to NRC to devel op
tools for confirmatory analysis that, when | | ook at
it in hindsight, many of these things wouldn't neet
any of the stuff you just tal ked about, you know.

MR SHAMS:  Yes.

VEMBER PETTI : So this is an inportant
step forward, | think. Yes.

MR. SHAMS: Well, and we appreciate that.
And we're truly looking at, again, confirmtory
anal ysis as a tool, not a goal, if you would. W want
to be able to use it to support what we do, not do it
for the sake of doing it.

MR. BEASLEY: O her thoughts, questions,
on our engagenent for Hernes?

| do have one other slide. This is a new
conmmuni cation tool that we have created. It's a
proj ect status dashboard that's on the public website.

This is just the top portion of the dashboard. The
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full dashboard will give information on upcom ng
m | estones, audits, ROs, technical issues that are
bei ng addressed.

And at the bottomof the screen there you
have the RL for the dashboard up on the public
websi t e. And so |I'm pretty excited about this.
Public Affairs said they'd gotten sone good feedback
on it just with respect to the conmunication to the
public on the status of the application review.

So we're doing a nunmber things to, Yyou
know, inprove our processes, to inprove our
comuni cation, to try to be nore efficient, to be
creative. And so it's, you know, it is nice that
it's an aggressive Applicant, a savvy Applicant. It's
nice that it's a construction permt and it's a test
reactor. Because we're able to do a lot of these
creative things with a little bit less of a conplex
proj ect .

MR. BLEY: This |ooks pretty good. And
are you going to show us the next two, the progress,
or hours spent in the technical issue resolution ones?
The middle one is really hard to do, ha, ha. ' ve
tried managi ng projects very often. And trying to
figure out a realistic progress that's really

i ndi cating how close you are to being conplete is a
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tough thing to do well.

MR. BEASLEY: Yes. And |'m not saying
that we're going to do it well on this dashboard. So
certainly, you know, it is a neasure, but you're
right. | nmean, we would have to do, you know, a
pretty detail ed conpari son of progress versus what the
expect ed expendi tures would be at that point in tine.

You know, | do have a spreadsheet, you
know, in tracking that variation, you know, what |
expect to see happen. This bullet is a little bit
nore linear, and so it's not going to be a real
preci se measure. But it is an indicator.

MR. BLEY: Yes. You can |ay out sub-tasks
and things along the way, but where you really fall
of f the wagon i s when you run into problens. And then
suddenly your schedule starts to expand.

MR. BEASLEY: Yes.

CHAI R REMPE: Since we' re spendi ng so rmuch
time tal king about Kairos, again, it's on a DCE site,
right? It's not a power production facility. Wy are
they doing this with the NRC?

MR. BEASLEY: So it's not actually on,
it's on a former DCE site.

CHAI R REMPE: Ah-ha, | mi ssed that nuance,

sorry. | thought it was --
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MR, BEASLEY: Yes.

CHAIR REMPE: | thought it was still on a
DCE site. So they've got to then, | guess.

MR. BEASLEY: Ri ght. So this is East
Tennessee Technology Park in Gak Ridge. It's the
former gaseous diffusion plant site which was cl eaned
up and turned over to the city of OGak Ridge. And so
it's a, you know, it's an industrial site in Qak
Ridge that's got a number of comrercial activities
going on init.

CHAI R REMPE: Neverm nd, it was bad
guestion on ny part. | should have known or
recogni zed --

MR. SHAMS: No, actually, it's not a bad
guestion at all. It's actually a great question. And
| think there's nore to it than just the |ocation.
It's actually the purpose of the facility itself.

And |I'mgoing to actually ask Any Cubbage
if she'd give us a fewcritical points here, because
it would benefit the Committee to hear that.

Amy, would you |ike to cormment on that?

MS. CUBBAGE: Yes, | woul d. Yes. So
it's, yes, not just the | ocation as Mo indicated, it's
the ownership. So this is a commercial entity that

owns this facility. And al so the purpose, if it's
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denonstrating a reactor for conmercial operations,
regardless of the Ilocation, NRC would have the
authority.

CHAI R REMPE:  Thanks.

MEMBER BROWM: May | ask another
gquesti on?

MR. BEASLEY: Yes, please.

MEMBER BROWN: This is Charlie Brown. |
went down on your little site, dashboard. And bel ow
that there's a project schedul e that shows that every
task is to be conpleted by the end of February.

MR. BEASLEY: Well, that's not every,
that's the tasks that are listed. So there are so
many tasks that they won't fit on that chart. So --

MEMBER BROAN:  Well, let ne back up. It
just shows task title, seven, instrunmentation control,
started Decenber 1st. It'1Il be finished February
28t h.

MR. BEASLEY: Right.

MEMBER BROWN: And the electrical power
systens just have the sane, and they all -- all of the
16 listed itens, or 15, yes, 16 listed itens are due
to be finished by February 28th.

MR. BEASLEY: Right. And so on the -- so

we need to do a little bit nore devel opnent work to
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make that little bar chart a little bit nore clear.
But what | did was put in each chapter for the draft
SE. And so you see the acceptance review on the
screen we're | ooking at now. The acceptance reviewis
100 percent conpl ete.

You know, as we start conpleting those
chapters, the input for not conpleting the chapters,
as soon as | start getting the i nput on those chapters
by the end of February, this second dial will start to
fill in, the draft SEwll start to fill in.

And then we will, you know, then we woul d
enter the safety evaluation conpletion mlestone
group. And so that's another set of 16 tasks. That's
just the way | built it in our tool, in our software.
And so those tasks would then cone up under SE
conpl eti on. And that tinmeframe is later on in the
year.

So we need to, you know, that's in the
list of things that I want to deal with, with the
devel oper, to inprove and to nake that bar chart a
little bit nore understandabl e.

MEMBER BROWN: Al right, so there's no
ACRS involvenent in this is what we're seeing. I's
t hat correct?

MR. BEASLEY: So | have to pull up,
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because | wanted to, you know, show sone things on
the schedule. Did | show ACRS in there?

MEMBER BROVWN: | don't wee words. | don't
see the words anywhere. But there's another
envi ronnental review. And belowthat there's nothing.
So I'm just curious as to how the process is
apparently. \Wien are you supposed to conpl ete these
reviews? | nean, are those bars that show February
28th going to be extended out across this chart over
t he next year and a hal f?

MR BEASLEY: Yes. There will be another
set of bars that show up as these bars get conpl eted.

VMEMBER BROWN: Even though they say
they' re supposed to be conpleted by February 28th,
which is what the bar chart shows right now?

MR. BEASLEY: Ckay --

MEMBER BROWN: I"'m just asking the
guestion. Because we haven't seen anythi ng ot her than
the overview presentations and a few of the other
present ati ons.

MR. BEASLEY: Right. So these bars are
only for the very first m|estone group, drafting the
safety evaluation. And so this --

VEMBER BROWN: So that only applies to

this -- okay, if | go back up to the third bullet,
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that's this draft, or second bullet, this draft SE
pendi ng preparation.

MR. BEASLEY: Correct.

MEMBER BROWN: That part only applies to
that thing al one.

MR. BEASLEY: Well, yes.

MEMBER BROWN:  Thi s al one.

MR. BEASLEY: Right, yes. The first 16
tasks, they only apply to that one bullet.

MEMBER BROWN:  Ch, okay.

MR. BEASLEY: That's correct. Yes. And
so thank you for nmking this observation. Because,
you know, when | get with a devel oper to i nprove the
| ayout of this chart, you know, that wll be
sonmet hing that woul d be good to address to make that
nore clear what m | estone group we're working in.

MEMBER BROMWN: (kay, thank you.

(Si nmul t aneous speaki ng.)

MEMBER KI RCHNER: Apropos to Dennis'
coormentary on this, you nmke the analogy wth
cl assical project nanagenent. You often draft a
critical path kind of schedule. And presum ng that
the early engagenent does at | east highlight what the
maj or safety and technical issues are, and then you

devel op, fromthat regul atory engagenent, a plan for
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a resolution. Then, so the first order perhaps,
cl assi cal project nanagenent tools m ght work.

But if you don't have those -- nowthere's
al ways t he unf oreseen and t he unf or eseeabl e poppi ng up
somewhere during your review. But your first order,
if you could identify the critical technical issues
early in the engagenent with the Applicant, then you
probably could |layout a nore realistic schedul e that
woul d be nore indicative of where you are in terns of
progress versus hours spent.

It's just an observation. Indeed, thisis
much nore difficult than a construction schedule
typi cal of the project nanagenment application.

MR. BEASLEY: Yes, thank you.

So | think the next slide is the Iast
slide in our group. |It's the key nessages agai n.

So, M ke, did you want to cover those? O
|'"d be glad to if you want?

MR DUDEK: I'Il defer to you. | think
we've heard the key nessages on multiple tines. I
think Brian gave a pretty good opening remark, and we
listened to these key nessages in depth. And I'm not
sure that there's any need to rehash sonme of these if
we've discussed these at Ilength throughout this

neeti ng.
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MR. BEASLEY: Ckay. And | agree. You

know, | think that the way | would sunmarize it in 30
seconds or less is that, you know, we do have a
regul atory framework that is flexible enough that
we're able to reviewthe advanced | i ght water reactors
and advanced non-1light water reactors.

And we've really been pushing pre-
appl i cation engagenent, and that is very val uabl e for
us as we're |looking at these new designs, and we're
trying aggressively to i nprove our processes based on
what we' ve | earned, you know, over the | ast nunber of
years with respect to what hel ps a project go well and
what doesn't.

(Si nmul t aneous speaki ng.)

CHAI R REMPE: Ch, go ahead.

MR. SHAMS: Al right, I"'msorry. | was
going to just, you know, sort of put our fingers, you
know, hopefully all of us, on -- you know, part of
the main reason we wanted to come to you to show this
istoreally kind of shed a |ight on how we're taking
on these reviews, given the peculiar nature of them
lack of a particular experience, what we've
experienced with sone of these technol ogies and the
like, the different scales, the different maturity of

t he desi gns.
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And | would |i ke to naybe perhaps bring us
back a little bit, a few years back, where we tal ked
about a staged approval and stage the, you know,
appl i cations, what can we do to develop that. So what
we laid out today is really the approach that we're
using to achieve that goal too.

If you would, de-risk sonme of these
reviews to the extent possible, be able to provide
early feedback, be able to provide as formal of a
position as possible, but yet also provide infornmal
and less, if you would, |ess exhaustive reviews.

So the whole franmework is intended to
offer that, the flexibility, the early assurance, if
such things exist, the early engagenent with you al
if we can, as well. So saying that, we just wanted to
get your feedback, get your insights, perhaps showyou
that in a totality such that you have a good, Yyou
know, a good sense of what we're trying to do.

Al ot of great questions today about, you
know, the level of conpletion, and topical reports,
and the level of reviewthat's provided in the white
paper versus the technical report. And these are al
great questions. And they all have to be bal anced and
calibrated wth our desire to again, provi de

flexibility.
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So | hope we were able to present you with
that to help, you know, provide these insights, and
then just continue to interact with you, and hopeful |y
try to answer your questions if there are areas that
we can inprove in, or provide additional insights at,
and support these reviews in a nore efficient way.

So I'Il just stop here. And if there are
any questions or coments, we'd |love to hear them

CHAIR REMPE: So | know | appreciate the
wi |l lingness of the staff to come and discuss this with
us. And it inproves or understanding, so hopefully we
can both acconplish our goals a little better.

And nenbers, before we switch topics, are
there any additional questions or conments?

MR. BLEY: Not so nuch a question, Joy,

but a couple of conmments, if | could. |'mgoing back
to sonething I'mnot sure, well, maybe we' || pick this
up in the next talk. [1'Il hold off on this one. W

have another talk, right?
CHAIR REMPE: Right, Dennis, we ---
MR BLEY: Yes, | think ---
(Si nmul t aneous speaki ng.)

CHAIR REMPE: And will go around the table

MR. BLEY: So on that map, it could be
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extended to nake it a critical path kind of map. 1'd
nmentioned to you, and I'msure |lots of people -- they
probably want to take conmercial products now to do
this. But the first people | sawdo it was U. S. Arny
Logi stics Managenent organization at Fort Lee who
built a simulation program

And instead of identifying the critical
path, they all owed uncertainty anong each path and a
very easy nethod to put it in. And then when you run
a simul ation programon t hat network, you get an i ndex
of criticalities and howlikely different paths are to
be the critical path. And | found that extrenely
useful. And |I'mnot sure how nmany commerci al packages
t hese days are including that option. But it's a nice
one and fairly easy to inplenment. That's all.

CHAlI R REMPE: Anyone else? W are way
behi nd schedule, so |I'"'m going to ask staff to bunp
ahead in their slides to the next topic, please. And
| realize it's ACRS nenbers is why we're behind
schedul e as usual .

M5. LAURON:. So shall | begin?

CHAI R REMPE: Pl ease do.

M5. LAURON: Ckay. So ny nane is Carolyn
Lauron, and I'm a project nmanager in the New Reactor

Li censing Branch in the Division of New and Renewed
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Li censes in the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regul ation.

| am here today to guide you through the
information contained in the interim staff guidance
with a goal of helping you develop and subnmt your
comments as described in the Federal Register notice.

W wel cone questions at the end of the
presentation and strongly encourage you to provi de the
comments in witing as described in the FRN

By way of backgr ound for this
presentation, | would Iike to address why the | SG was
devel oped. Many consi derati ons went into the deci sion
to devel op the gui dance. A few years ago, the NRC was
anticipating the subm ssion of construction permnit
applications within the next three to five years.

Recogni zi ng t hat t he NRC had | ast revi ewed
and issued a light water power reactor construction
permt in the 1970s, and that the nost recent |icenses
wer e i ssued usi ng the one-step | i censi ng process under
Part 52, there was a need to reorient and fam liarize
the staff to the two-step |icensing process under 10
CFR, Part 50.

In addition, ongoing NRC activities to
align the licensing processes under 10 CFR Parts 50
and 52, and to devel op guidance for non-1light water

reactor designs, further justified the need to help

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

140

the staff navigate through the two-step |icensing
process and the review guidance for a light water
power reactor construction permt application.
Therefore this ISGfits into the existing
licensing framework used to construct the currently
operating large |ight water power reactors and takes
advantage of the existing review guidance in NUREG

0800, also known as the light water reactor review

SRP.

Did you want ne to stop for questions?
I|"msorry, | only have one screen.

CHAIR REMPE: | wll interrupt if | see
a hand up, or usually nmenbers will interrupt or ---

M5. LAURON:. Ckay.

CHAI R REMPE: Just keep goi ng.

M5. LAURON: All right. ay, thank you.
So with that background, the staff drafted the interim
staff guidance for how it would conduct the safety
review of the construction permt application.

On Decenber 14, 2021, the NRC staff
publ i shed a notice on the Federal Register requesting
cooments on the draft interim staff guidance by
January 28th, 2022. As shown on this slide, the
notice may be accessed through the Iink to the Federal

Regi ster citation, 86FR71101.
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The draft interim staff guidance may be
accessed through the Agency-w de Docunent Access and
Managenent System or ADAMS, at the |ink shown or by
searching for the accession nunber, M21165A157.

MEMBER KI RCHNER:  Carolyn, this is Wlt

Ki rchner.

M5. LAURON: Yes.

MEMBER KI RCHNER: When | go on the NRC
website, | can't find this docunment. And obviously

it's a user problem but on the public website it
doesn't display it. It displays all the I1SGs for the
COL, but it doesn't pull up this one. Is it out there
on NRC website?

MEMBER BROWN: Walt, | just clicked on the
link. It's the bottomone, the 157, and it came up.

MEMBER KI RCHNER:  Ckay. Well, "Il just
have ---

CHAIR REMPE: And | clicked on the top one

earlier, and it came up. So | think that it's a user

MEMBER Kl RCHNER: It's a user problem
sorry, Carolyn. Go on

M5. LAURON: That' s okay. That's all
right.

MEMBER BROAN: Walt, | got this on --- |
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did that on ny personal conputer not on the NRC
| aptop. So they actually worked, | had a hard tine
with all of these, ha, ha, but it cane up one of the
few times.

M5. LAURON:. Ckay.

MEMBER KI RCHNER:  Thanks, Charlie, 1"l
try it again. Thank you.

M5. LAURON: So with that background, the
staff drafted the interim staff guidance for how it
woul d conduct its review, the safety review of a
construction permt application. Sorry, |I'mrepeating
nmysel f, sorry. | forgot to flip the page.

So the scope of the draft interim staff
gui dance di scussed today is the safety review of |ight
wat er power reactor construction permt applications.
As | nentioned earlier, the |SG supplenents the
existing light water power reactor review guidance
found i n NUREG 0800, entitled Standard Review Pl an for
t he Revi ew of the Safety Anal ysis Reports for Nucl ear
Power Pl ants Light Water Reactor Edition.

During the February 25th, 2021, advanced
react or stakehol der neeting, the staff discussed its
draft white paper that covered review guidance for
both light water power reactor and non-light water

reactor construction permt applications.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

143

The staff guidance discussed today a
notice in the Federal Register notice focuses only on
the light water power reactor construction permt
application. And it is primarily applicable to this
type of power reactor design

There may be sonme information in the draft
| SG appl i cabl e to non-1ight water reactor construction
permt applications, and we anticipate that this
information will be referenced or included in the
separate guidance docunent currently devel oped for
those non-light water reactor applications. And by
that, | amreferring to the ARCAP docunent.

The draft interimstaff gui dance consists
of two parts. There is the main body of the docunent,
and the appendix of clarifications to the existing
gui dance. The main body consists of many sections
that are listed on this slide. These sections are
shown in the 1SG as bold or capital letters.

Because there are many i tens covered under
t he gui dance section, | will first go over the other
sections and return to a detailed discussion of the
gui dance section on the next slide.

The purpose, background, rationale, and
applicability sections of the docunent di scuss the use

of the docunent, the history of simlar docunents, why
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this docunment was devel oped, and in what instances
this docunment is to be used.

The i npl enent ati on secti on of t he docunent
states how the staff wll use ISG to conduct its
safety review of construction permt applications.
The backfitting and i ssue finality di scussion, and the
Congr essi onal review exceptions will be devel oped as
part of the final |SG

The final resol ution section describes the
final disposition of the guidance and closure of the
| SG Lastly, the references section lists the

rel evant docunments referred to and di scussed in the

| SG

The second part of the docunent is the
appendi Xx. This part of the docunent provides
clarifying supplenental guidance. It should be
noticed that the information in the appendix wll be

used in conjunction with the guidance that currently
exi sts in NUREG 0800, also known as the SRP

The gui dance section of the docunent has
t hree sub-sections of information, requirenents for a
power reactor construction pernmit application, |ight
wat er reactor safety review guidance, and special
t opi cs.

The requirenents for a power reactor
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construction permt application subsection identifies
some of the applicable regulations to a construction
permt. This subsection al so provides a di scussi on of
t hose appl i cabl e regul ati ons i ncl udi ng 10 CFR 50. 35 on
t he i ssuance of construction permts.

The next gui dance subsection, l|isted as
light water reactor safety revi ew gui dance, di scusses
the approach to reviewing the construction permt.
The section identifies the existing staff guidance in
NUREG 0800 of the SRP and is supplenented with the
additional information found in the appendix to the
| SG

The third and final subsection is called
special topics. This covers many areas of interest
related to construction pernmits |listed on the slide
such as the relationship between construction pernit
and operating license reviews, the purposes and
benefits of pre-application activities, the |essons
| earned fromrecently i ssued construction permts, the
approach for revi ewi ng concurrent |icense applications
and applications incorporating prior NRC approvals,
the potential effect of ongoing regulatory activities
on construction permt reviews, and the licensing
requi renents for by-product source or special nuclear

mat eri al .
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CHAI R REMPE: So, Carolyn, here | have

sone - -
MS. LAURON:  Yes.
CHAl R REMPE: -- questions or comrents.
First of all, inits relationship between construction

permt and operating |license reviews, | was interested
in the discussion in the draft interimstaff guidance
about the staff is considering the acceptance of an
operating |icense application before they finish the
review of the construction permt.

And it just said we're considering it.
And | think that some additional guidance m ght be
needed i f staff starts doing that. It's just, | think
it could be an interesting, it could lead to sone
possi ble difficulties.

And then, you know, we're getting ready
right nowto start --- this is, | guess, a follow on
to a cooment | nade earlier, but we're getting ready
in the next nonth or so to review the ongoing Part
50.52 rul enmaki ng submttals.

And shoul d we consi der this draft internal
staff guidance as the «current guidance in our
di scussi on about Part 50.52 alignnent issues, or no,
t hi s was done so nuch before that that we shouldn't --

- 1 guess I'm kind of wondering if there's sone
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i nconsi stencies in what's in the docunent versus what
is going to be happening with Part 50.52. Does the
staff have an opinion on that?

M5. LAURON: So this gui dance does not get
ahead of the activities for aligning Parts 50 and 52.
| think Brian nentioned earlier that the proposed rule
to align parts 50 and 52, that package, al so includes
the list of guidance that woul d be updated as a result
of what the proposed rule will include.

Thi s gui dance speaks to the current, to
t he existing framework under Part 50, to the existing
gui dance that we have in NUREG 0800, does not get
ahead of any of the activities that the other groups
my be doing with respect to, you know, the
rul emaki ng, and then the non-light water efforts.
Sonme of those activities may be also applicable to
I ight water reactor designs, for exanple.

But we do not get ahead of that. Those
activities are kept separate. This | SGfocuses solely
on the existing framework, the existing guidance that
we have in NUREG 0800, and supplenents it with sone
clarifications in the appendi X.

CHAI R REMPE: So there's the current
gui dance, then there's this, which is also still just

out for conment. And then there's yet sone additi onal
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stuff that may be com ng down the pike.

Soreally, inour reviewof Part 50.52, we
shoul d probably ignore this and tal k about what's in
t he exi sting gui dance and changes fromit that would
need to be performed for Part 50.52 inpl enmentation?

Because this is an interim saying it's
just out for conment. And yet we're going to be doing
aletter in March about Part 50.52. Do you understand

why |'m asking this question?

IVB. LAURON: Yes, I do. And
unfortunately, | don't know how far along the
briefings, but | have a file on the staff has nade

with respect to updating guidance to support the
proposed rul e.

| think that the expectation was to
devel op gui dance, draft gui dance that woul d acconpany
the rule to show the inplenentati on of that proposed
rule, the alignnent for 50.52. So l'mnot really sure
how to answer your question, sorry. I don't have
enough background on the --

CHAI R REMPE: Yes. I"m al so not sure,
because again, it's nmy understanding fromthe | atest
comuni cation that the proposed changes won't be
rel eased at the tine that the rule is sent, or that

we're going to be review ng and providing our letter.
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But it seems to nme that | shouldn't be
conparingtowhat's inthis with the docunentation for
the proposed rule. I should go back to what's
publicly avail abl e and approved --

M5. LAURON: Right.

CHAIR REMPE: Ri ght?

M5. LAURON: Yes. But | also think it's
fair to say that the guidance here, the existing
gui dance that we have in NUREG 0800, will change as a
result of the alignnment rule beconming final and the
gui dance acconpanying that as well. | think that
changes wi ||l be com ng, dependi ng on what, you know,
how the final rule is issued and what changes there
are to align the two processes, the two parts of 10
CFR. Does that nake sense?

CHAIR REMPE: | think so. Again, | don't
think I can include this in what | am going to be
proposi ng, or what my coll eagues and | will be witing
in March. But anyway, go ahead.

M5. LAURON:. Ckay. | think ---

MR. DUDEK: Carolyn, 1'd just like to
clarify real quick. That's correct, Chairnman Renpe,
t hat you shoul d not necessarily conjoin the two. And
| think there is a grace peri od.

So ny belief is that for the 50.52 we had
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to identify what guidance docunments needed to be
updat ed and how we would do it. But there is a grace
period for actually conpleting it and getting all that
gui dance actual ly conpl et ed.

CHAIR REMPE: Right. So again, so it's
either what's publicly issued and out there already
out on the books. And this isn't one of those things
that's out on the books. |It's been released, but it
isn't a sure bet. So we've all got to go back to
what's currently there. Anyway, thank you.

M5. LAURON: Yes. | think you're correct,
yes. That's right, sorry.

kay. I'msorry, | lost ny spot. Yes,
okay. So the appendix to the draft 1SGwll be used
in conjunction with NUREG 0800 which is the standard
review plan. So the ISG the information in the
appendix is not neant to be all inclusive of the
t opi cs expected and reviewed in a construction permit
application.

The staff went through the sections inthe
SRP for the various topics and identified where
clarifications were needed. The SRP, the NUREG 0800,
is periodically updated. And there have been updates
where the staff had actually nerged the information to

review the |icense together. So previously, in
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earlier versions of NUREG 0800, the staff had separate
construction permt guidance and separate operating
| i cense gui dance.

In nmore recent years, when the SRP was
updat ed, sone of the sections had been updated to
ner ge the gui dance for both construction application,
construction permt applicationreviews, and operating
license reviews together. And therefore, the staff
identified t hat t hose sections woul d need
clarifications of what would be reviewed in a
construction permt application.

So the appendi x begins by reiterating the
approach described in the main body of the |ISG and
cautions the revi ewer that, you know, the i nformation
in the appendix is to be used in conjunction wth
NUREG 0800.

There are, as | nentioned, just certain
topics, related topics that are presented in the
appendix with clarifying information. And these are
listed on the slide. And they include siting,
radi ol ogi cal consequence analysis, transient and
acci dent anal yses, structure, systens, and conponents,
protective coating systens, instrunentation and
control, electrical system design, and radioactive

wast e managenent .
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CHAI R REMPE: So | just had questions
here.

M5. LAURON: Sure.

CHAIR REMPE: This is sonething that you
provided for the public to provide, the next slide
actual ly.

M5. LAURON: Onh, sorry.

CHAI R REMPE: That's basically how the
publ i c should provide conments.

M5. LAURON: Correct.

CHAI R REMPE: And basically, for this
neeting, ACRS does things a little differently. So
|"mnot sure you need to go through ---

M5. LAURON:. Ckay.

CHAIR REMPE: -- that.

(Si nmul t aneous speaki ng.)

M5. LAURON: And then, so that brings ne
tothe QQA. So | think, I"mnot sure, but | know that
there were sone earlier questions about the scope of
the ISG So |I'mhoping that ny presentation clarified
that the 1SG is for the light water reactor
construction pernmit applications, the safety revi ew of
those Ilight water reactor construction permnit
appl i cati ons.

The scope, right, is the existing
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licensing framework. It capitalizes on the existing
review guidance in NUREG 0800, right. It does
reference these. W've spoken about | evel of detail.
You know, we believe that the applicants can gain
insights on the appropriate level of detail for a
construction permt using sone of the existing
regul atory gui des.

Reg Guide 1.70, we recognize was | ast
updated in 1979. However, you know, it does provide
good information with respect to several chapters.
And t he application woul d address those certain topics
and the |l evel of detail expected.

Certainly Reg Guides 1.206, it was
mentioned in the initial issuance in 2007, the Rev 1
update in 2018. Although those were directed for, a
single application |level of detail is also provided
there. But nobst especially, going back to NUREG 0800,
along with the appendix information to the 1SG you
know, we feel it provides sufficient information for
how t he staff woul d approach the safety review of the
construction permt application.

So I think | had another question that |
wote down. But I'mnot sure if, | think | answered
t hem I don't know if the other nenbers or the

nmenbers have additional questions.
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CHAIR REMPE: | see a coupl e of hands up.

Vicki, do you want to go first?

MEMBER BI ER.  Yes, | can go first. | have
two main questions. One is the draft |1SG says that
appl i cants are supposed to, or staff considers there's
popul ation but also projected future population
di stri bution.

And | know for the current sites, | mean,
some of themwere renote when they were built and are
still very renote today. Sonme of them were renote
when t hey were built, and we have di scovered over tine
that, gee, they're nowin a pretty high density kind
of suburban area with lots of towns nearby that was
not envisioned when they were built. And has any
t hought gone into that issue of how to deal wth
proj ected future popul ation?

M5. LAURON: kay. So unfortunately, |
wasn't prepared to go into details about the, Yyou
know - -

MEMBER Bl ER.  Ckay.

M5. LAURON: -- specifically for the
particular topic. But | can certainly take down the
comment and get back to you about whether it's being
considered for ---

MEMBER BI ER.  That would be super. Oh,
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t he ot her question, which really goes, | think, beyond
t he i ntended scope of the docunent, and so | et ne know
if thisisreally kind of off base for today, whichis
for energency preparedness and response, we have a | ot
of technologies that didn't exist in the 1970s or
what ever .

And is there thought to how an energency
response mght differ at new sites conpared to just,
say, sirens which are a pretty crude nmethod of
comuni cat i ng.

M5. LAURON. Okay. Al right. So | think
that, like, so | think I'd like to defer that also.

MEMBER Bl ER:  Yes.

M5. LAURON: To go back to the technica
staff and get back to you on that.

MEMBER Bl ER.  Sure, no probl em

M5. LAURON:. Ckay. All right. So those
are the two questions. Ckay.

MEMBER Bl ER:  Yes.

CHAI R REMPE:  Denni s?

MR. BLEY: Yes. | raised something
earlier that I was hoping Carolyn woul d di scuss. And
et me sunmarize it. It was what | think was one of
the i mportant | essons | earned during the construction

permts for the non-reactor facilities.
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And | went back nore carefully through the
NSP. And the only thing that says on the topic is
t hat such further technical or design information, as
may be required to conplete the safety anal ysis and
which can be reasonably be left out for Ilater
consideration, will be supplied in the final safety
anal ysi s report.

And that's true, but it doesn't get at the
issue that | think both ne and the staff stunbled on
together. And let nme read a couple of notes | wote
to myself. | think if this, by NSP we had sonet hing
like afollowing, it would really help, at |east these
concepts.

Two t hings, | think, are rel ated and ought
to be here. One is nore specific guidance on the
| evel and quality of safety analysis required. There
shoul d have been a thorough and systenatic search for
initiating events and scenarios in these accidents,
starting essentially with a blank sheet of paper to
figure these out.

Know edge gaps that could obscure the
clarity of this search really need to have been
i dentifi ed, even if you don't have detail ed
cal cul ati ons. And a conplete identification of

possi bl e consequences shoul d be provided. The detail
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of calculations of those things can wait, as those
were pretty conplete that there aren't any things
| urking here we don't know about.

Related to that but nore specific is a
t horough and systematic search anong those accidents
for those that can be affected by, ['ll call it,
construction details such as seismc interactions
anong buildings, fire initiation and progression,
m ssile hazards and protections against mssile
hazards, things that, once you built the building, are
hard to fix.

And for these kind of potential accidents,
| think you need a little nore detailed -- the
Applicant needs a little nore detailed calculation
before the building piping systens and electric
cabling are in place.

And | think struggling over howyou define
what needs to be there for the construction permt
was an issue. And | think something like | just
wal ked through would give you way to do that. And
that's all.

M5. LAURON. Ckay. Thank you

MEMBER BROMN: Yes, |'ve got a question
also, if that's okay.

CHAI R REMPE: Sure, Charlie.
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VEMBER BROWN: Suggestion, when | went

through the 1SG the appendix, it was kind of an
expansion to give specific, not coments but insight
into what you like, Iike siting. And there's a nunber
of issues, protective coatings, et cetera, et cetera.
They reference various itens. In the INC Section

this is an ISG that was, you hit a lot of the top
| evel stuff we tal k about.

But we recently revised | FG6 which is the
licensing process for the IS, for instrunentation and
control. That was in 2018, | think, for Rev 2 where
it took into account |essons |earned. And |argely,
the 1SG it would be interesting to reference that in
this ISG since it has a bunch of information that
peopl e can understand or see, you know, what they can
do in preparation for this construction permt.

So that's just a suggestion. You can do
what you want. But seenms to ne that's valuable
information in terns of what people will be | ooking
for as opposed to just the high |level conments that
you made in this particular ISG It's just a thought.

M5. LAURON. Ckay. | take your point.

CHAI R REMPE: So | note that the
i ndi vidual comments are conming from consultants and

nmenbers. And | actually had a couple too | wanted to
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add. But at the end of this discussion, we night have
the nenbers weigh in on whether we want to have a
briefing and do a letter on this in the future. But
t hat di scussion won't be finalized until the February
P&P.

But the two comments | wanted to nention
were, again, things that were in our |essons |earned
NuScal e letter, although it was for Part 52. But it
applies to construction pernmts about the conpl et eness
of the, in this case, a conceptual or a proposed
design that, | guess it goes along with what Dennis is
sayi ng about that it's sufficient to denonstrate that
all SSCs inportant to safety are identified. That is
i n your docunment which | think is good. But that was
somet hi ng we enphasi zed.

The other thing is that, in our
eval uation, we identified the need to go a bit | onger
inthe time period of the transient accident anal yses
so that they're continued to the extent necessary to
ensure applicants denonstrate that an effective and
reliable neans to place the plant in a safe, stable
condition with no ongoi ng degradation is provided.

And so maybe, as you talk about the
nmet hods, and we' ve al ready nentioned the fact that the

nmet hods shoul d be approved at sone point, we m ght
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want to think about how | ong the anal yses should be
conduct ed.
M5. LAURON:. Ckay.
CHAI R REMPE: So are there any other
coments from nmenbers or consul tants?

So | guess, because we are going to be

di scussing this in the upcom ng -- because this is the
end of the neeting. And before we go to public
corments, | want (audio interruption) to have any

cl osing conments after the public about where they're
standing on whether we want to have an additional
briefing on this interim staff guidance or not, and
any ot her final thoughts.

But at this tine, I'd like to open the
line, so to speak, for public comrents. And, M ke
Snodder |y, you can correct nme, but ny understanding is
all that the public would need to do is press Star 6
and provide those comments.

MEMBER BROMN: Can | make one conment?
Has this | SG been put out for public conmment yet?

CHAI R REMPE: Yes, Charlie.

MEMBER BROWN:  And recei ved?

CHAI R REMPE: | think it was discussed
earlier in the neeting that it's out for a 45-day

publ i c conment.
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VMEMBER BROWN: It's out now. W haven't

recei ved public conments yet.

CHAI R REMPE: No, we have not.

(Si nmul t aneous speaki ng.)

CHAIR REMPE: At a later tinme, where we
cone back --

MEMBER BROMWN: That's all | needed, Joy.
| wasn't sure whether it had been send out. | saw
the note, but | didn't know whether it had been sent
out or not.

CHAI R REMPE: Ckay. So, M ke, not only am
correct, all they need to do is --

MR. SNODDERLY:  Yes.

CHAIR REMPE: -- press Star 67

MR SNODDERLY: You are correct. Any
menber of the public that would like to nmake a
comment, please hit Star 6, and you should be able to
make your comrent.

MS. FELTUS: Hello, this is Madeline
Feltus from the Departnent of Energy. | have a
guesti on. On January 6th, the NRC dismssed the
application for the Oklo Aurora design based on not
havi ng enough i nformation after 22 nonths of back and
forth. And the letter that was witten on January 6th

basically its, like, nine pages of, you know, what
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not to do as an applicant.

So ny questionis, if you conpare what is
outlined for power systens in klo, there is a, |l
call it lessons | earned here, what to do and not to do
as an applicant.

| mean, the good news is that the NRC got
back to them and sai d, okay, w thout prejudice we're
not going to | ook at your design. But after 22 nonths
it was, you know, declined but when they originally
accepted it. They said okay, there's enough stuff
there, and we'll ask or request for additional
i nformation.

So nmy question is has the NRC staff | ooked
at this as a case of what to avoid and how to
accomodat e that? Because they were going for a 52
l'i cense.

CHAI R REMPE: COkay. So, Madeline, | need
to remind you that this is tine for public conments.
And so it woul d not be appropriate for ACRS nenbers or
the staff to respond to your question. But we do take
your guestion into consideration during our
del i berations. Okay?

MS. FELTUS: Okay, no problem | just
wanted to raise it, because it was, you know, it

didn't | ook good for the NRC. And it certainly didn't
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| ook good for Cklo. And then we hit the trade press
earlier this nonth.

CHAI R REMPE: Thanks agai n your --

MS5. FELTUS: No problem

CHAI R REMPE: (kay, thanks again for your
corment. Are there any other nenbers of the public
who would like to provide a comment at this tine?

So | think we've done the five second
rule. So at thistime, | guess |'dlike to see if any
nmenbers want to provide any thoughts. O do you want
to wait until the February P& when we bring up the
| SG again or if there are any other coments you'd
i ke to nmake?

MS. FIELDS: This is Sarah Fields.

CHAIR REMPE: Ch, |I'msorry. | thought
the public was done. Never mnd, it was ---

(Si mul t aneous speaki ng.)

CHAI R REMPE: Sarah, go ahead.

MS. FIELDS: Yes. | thought | had pressed
Star 6, but it didn't connect. But it's connected
now.

" mwi th this organi zation, Urani umWat ch,
in Uah. | want to just briefly touch on two things
related to public participation.

W have a big problemright now with the
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NRC. And that is the failure of the NRC to properly
docket new and naybe even old licensing records with
the project they're not accessioning them to the
proper docket or any docket at all.

| recently did a review of the &lo
Aurora, the TerraPower Natrium and the NuScal e SMR
docunents on ADAMS, and | found that there were a | ot
of docunents that were not docketed to any license
docket nunber.

Ri ght now, when you have a pre-licensing
revi ew process, you have a docket nunmber that starts
with 999, and then you will have your part, Part 40 or
Part 52 docket, when docunments are submitted. And
sonetimes the license application docunents are on the
pre-application docket. There are many docunents t hat
are not on any docket.

And whil e you were tal king, |I checked the
Kai ros docket. You have a pre-application docket with
218 records. And then you now have the new Part 50
docket which has four records. And the application
itself is on the pre-application docket, not on the
Part 50 docket.

| did a search for the title Kairos, and
| cane up with 84 records that are not on either the

pre-application or the application docket. And these
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are inportant docunents. So | know how to search
records on ADAMS. But nmany people really don't know
how to dig into ADAMS to pull up records that are
real ly hidden away.

So I've already brought this to the
attention of the NRC staff. And they said that they
wer e maki ng changes and | ooking into this. But just
going to the Kairos docket and seeing howthere are so
many records that are not on either the pre-
application or the application docket, | don't think
the NRC staff is really doing what it can to correct
this situation. And it also reveals that the NRC s
oversight of their public record systemis totally
i nadequat e.

|"d like to just followup with what the
wonman from the Department of Energy discussed about
the Oklo application. And this is a whole issue of
t he docketing of the application and hearing notice.

There were a nunber of organi zations that
were concerned that the NRC staff issued a docunent
statenent and a hearing notice for the Cklo first-of-
a-kind reactor, Part 52 application. And that was
before the staff determ ned that the application was
conplete and there were glaring gaps 1in the

application. The NRC staff reviewed the application,
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and the NRC s own regul atory franmework.

You have anot her big problem here. The
NRC staff should not go ahead and provide an
opportunity for intervention on an application before
the NRC has made a conpl et eness determ nation. This
whol e situation is, you know, it's alnobst a joke.
Because the NRC staff, in the end, determ ned that the
Appl i cant had not submitted and was not able to submt
a conpl ete application.

So t he NRC shoul d not abandon its existing
docketing and hearing framework and its commtment to
a fair hearing process. There are going to be other
applications comng in to the NRC staff, and
prematurely providing an opportunity for nenbers of
the public to intervene is just basically unfair.

The nuclear industry would like to put
smal | nodul ar reactors and so-cal | ed advanced reactors
in conmunities that have had no experi ence what soever
with the NRC. And it's even nore difficult when the
NRC goes forward and wants nenbers of the public to
subnmit hearing requests when they haven't even
determi ned that the applicationis conplete for a full
and thorough safety review. Thank you.

CHAI R REMPE: Thank you for your conments.

So again, I'll ask if there are any ot her nenbers of
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the public who want to comment today, at this tinme?

And then I'd li ke to go back to asking the
nmenbers and consultants participating in this meeting
if they have any coments they'd like to bring up at
this tine.

So not hearing anything else, | want to
thank the staff for this nmeeting and their
presentations. | think it's been good to have this
informal discussion. And we'll discuss further what
we're going to do on the ISG as | nentioned earlier,
inour nmeeting that's comng up in February. And with
that, | guess | will close the neeting. And thanks
agai n, everybody.

MEMBER DI M TRIJEVI C.  Thank you all

MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, take care.

CHAI R REMPE: You to.

(Wher eupon, the above-entitled matter went

off the record at 5:49 p.m)

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1716 14th STREET, N.W., SUITE 200
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009-4309 www.nealrgross.com
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Opening Remarks



Key Messages

e Licensing of new and advanced reactors available
under 10 CFR Parts 50, 52, and 53 (in development)

 Pre-application activities have been effective in
preparing for application reviews
— Pre-application engagement
— Review and Assessment of White Papers
— Review and Evaluation of Topical Reports

 Based on lessons learned, the NRC is enhancing its
review processes with formal guidance and updates
to its internal procedures



Purpose

To discuss the activities supporting the new and
advanced reactor licensing processes under
10 CFR Part 50 and 52

— How the responses to white papers and the
evaluations of topical reports fit into a future
licensing action.

— How the staff is streamlining its review process.



Overview of the 2-Step Licensing Process under 10 CFR Part 50
(Construction Permit and Operating License)




Overview of the 1-Step Licensing Process under 10 CFR Part 52
(Combined Construction and Operating License)



10 CFR Part 50 vs. 10 Part 52 Licensing Processes

“2-step” licensing - Part 50
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Additional Licensing Processes
Under 10 CFR Part 52

Early Site Permits

Standard Design Certification
Manufacturing License
Duplicate Plant License
Standard Design Approval
Site Suitability Reviews



Opportunities for Public Involvement in the
10 CFR Part 52 Early Site Permit Process



Opportunities for Public Involvement in the
10 CFR Part 52 Design Certification Process

Desian Notice of Notice of
Certification RE‘;‘;‘ "°f "“ﬂ“t‘?”“h o Etilemaklng
ricat eetings nt
Application Certfication s ublic Comme
Application
Optional
Pre-application Design o
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- Opportunity for Public Participation

I:I Milestone Activities
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Opportunities for Public Involvement in
the 10 CFR Part 52 COL Process



Relationship Among Combined Licenses,
Early Site Permits, and Standard Design Certifications



Pre-Application Activities
Supporting the Licensing Process

Pre-application engagement (ML21145A106)
NRC response to applicant’s general correspondence

NRC review of and feedback on applicant’s regulatory
engagement plan (ML18122A293)

NRC assessment and response to applicant’s white
papers
NRC evaluation of applicant’s technical and topical
reports

Pre-application audits to support a high-quality
application.



https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21145A106
https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1812/ML18122A293.pdf

Pre-application Engagement (ML21145A106)



https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21145A106

Best Practices

Conducting face-to-face page-turn activity with
applicable technical staff

Issuing regulatory gap analysis letters to identify
unique areas of designs

Reviewing consensus codes and standards, and
incorporating it into staff guidance

Reviewing other supporting documents or
programs

Conducting rulemaking and developing or
updating guidance



Activities Supporting An Efficient Review

Submission of a high-quality application

Use of a risk-informed approach to focus staff resources on review
areas commensurate with their safety significance

Complete and timely submission of responses to requests for
additional information

Use of a tracking process for the highly challenging issues (HCls)

Early coordination with technical, management, and legal staff on
HCls

Use of audits in areas involving first-of-a-kind design features and to
support resolution of RAls and HCls

Use of an electronic reading room to share information where the
design is evolving

Use of a core review team and charter to facilitate efficient reviews.



Review and Assessment of White Papers

An applicant may submit a white paper to the NRC seeking informal
feedback and can allow the preliminary design review to be focused on
the technical issues related to the safety of the design.

The NRC’s response does not constitute an agency position or provide
any finality or backfit protection.

The objective of a white paper is to increase applicant’s understanding,
to explore problems, or address how to make a design
specific decision.

There are no specific requirements or guidance for the development,
or the NRC staff review of white papers.



Benefits arising from applicant’s white papers

* Preliminary regulatory feedback in response to applicant
requests. Examples include:
— licensing approaches
— proposed format and outline of an application
— applicability of regulations to a design
— applicable consensus codes and standards
— qualification strategies, methodologies, testing plans

— proposed principal design criteria, postulated initiating events,
SSC classification

— staffing approaches, EPZ sizing, transportation and packaging

e NRC staff gains knowledge of a design and possible license
approaches by an applicant



Relationship between white papers
and a future license application

Discussed in the applicant’s regulatory engagement
plan

Feedback used by applicant to develop its application
Dependent on topic of white paper

Supports the applicant’s abilities to assess
alternatives and to further progress its design

Supports the staff’s review prioritization that could
affect expected regulatory outcomes

Less specificity and less regulatory certainty than
topical reports



Review and evaluation of topical reports

An applicant may submit a topical report for review and approval that
contains technical information about:

A reactor

Structures, systems and components
A safety topic

A methodology

Non-LWR applicants commonly submit topical reports on the
applicability of regulations and principal design criteria.

A topical report may reference technical reports that provide results
of research, testing, or analyses to help verify or validate computer
models, or other supporting information for a license application.

Guidance on the NRC staff’s review of topical reports is found in NRR
Office Instruction LIC-500, “Topical Report Process”



https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1801/ML18016A217.pdf

Benefits arising from topical report reviews

Early review and feedback of technical information by ACRS

Improves efficiency of licensing process by allowing NRC staff
review of methodologies, designs, and operational
requirements subsequently referenced in a license application

Facilitates regulatory certainty on key methodologies, designs,
and operational requirements subsequently referenced in a
license application

Early identification of potential policy issues
May provide a technical basis for a licensing action

Used extensively for obtaining NRC staff findings on proposed
design features and analysis methods.



Relationship between topical reports and a
future license application

Discussed in the applicant’s regulatory
engagement plan

Staff findings expected to be referenced in a
license application

Conditional staff findings expected to be
addressed and reviewed in a license
application

More specificity and more regulatory certainty
than white papers



Staff Review Process Enhancements

e Developing and Completed Review Guidance

Light-water Power-Reactor Construction Permit Interim Staff Guidance
(ML21165A157)

NuScale lessons learned Report (to be issued early 2022)
Contents of Applications TICAP/ARCAP

Updated NRC Staff Draft White Paper Analysis of Applicability of NRC
Regulations for Non-Light Water Reactors (ML21175A287)

Interim Staff Guidance, COL-1ISG-029. Environmental Considerations
Associated with Micro-reactors (ML20252A076)

RG 1.232 Advanced Non-LWR Reactor Design Criteria (ML17325A611)
RG 1.233 Licensing Modernization Project/NEI 18-04 (ML20091L698)



https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157
https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21175A287
https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML20252A076
https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML17325A611
https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML20091L698

Staff Review Process Enhancements
(continued)

e Continuing to streamline the safety evaluation reports
— Removing history of responses to requests for additional information
— Improving quality and readability of the SER

— Establishing writing standards for sections in the SER using plain
language and focusing on the information necessary to communicate
the bases for NRC staff decisions

 Implementing a Flexible Review Process
— Supports the NEIMA generic milestone schedules

— Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards briefings planned early to
support a focus on specific technical areas.


https://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/generic-schedules.html

Comparison

of

Approaches

DANU proposal aligns with the 4 Phase Schedule
because the SER with Open Items and ACRS
Review of the SER with Open items are eliminated
from the schedules. A comparison of this is shown

in the table below:

Kairos Pilot Model 4 Phase Schedule 6 Phase Schedule
Milestone | Milestone Group | Phase Milestone Titles Phase Milestone Titles
Group Titles
1 Draft SER o 1 | Preliminary SER and RAIs
Preliminary SER and RAls
A lssued Issued
2 SER Completion 2 SER with Open Items
3 Advanced SER 3 | ACRS Review of SER with
. Advanced SER with no Open Open Items
4 SER Approval ltems 4 Advanced SER with no
Open ltems
5 ACRS SER C | ACRS Meeting on Advanced| 5 |ACRS Review of Advanced
Review SER SER with no Open Items
6 Final SER D Final SER Issued 6 | Final SER with no Open
ltems Issued

26




Comparisonof Approaches

COMPARISON OF REVIEW SCHEDULES
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Engagement Envisioned for Hermes Review

Today June November

NRC staff review, resolution of RAls, and documentation in safety evaluation

Completed shfety eValuation chapters

ACRS early engagement

N

May 2023

Advanced SE

Management
review

4

ACRS review of
advanced SE
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https://www.nrc.gov/reactors/non-power/hermes-kairos/dashboard.html
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https://www.nrc.gov/reactors/non-power/hermes-kairos/dashboard.html

Key Messages

e Licensing of new and advanced reactors available
under 10 CFR Parts 50, 52, and 53 (in development)

 Pre-application activities have been effective in
preparing for application reviews
— Pre-application engagement
— Review and Assessment of White Papers
— Review and Evaluation of Topical Reports

 Based on lessons learned, the NRC is enhancing its
review processes with formal guidance and updates
to its internal procedures
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NRC Related Licensing Processes



Draft Interim Staff Guidance for
the Safety Review of Light-Water
Power Reactor Construction
Permit Applications

Carolyn Lauron
New Reactor Licensing Branch (NRLB)
Division of New and Renewed Licenses (DNRL)
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR)



What is the purpose of tod

ay’s presentation?

To facilitate stakeholder understanding of the
information contained in the construction permit

interim staff guidance recen

tly noticed in the

Federal Register for comment. (86 FR 71101)

This presentation should aid

in the development

and submission of stakeholder written

comments consistent with t
Federal Register notice.

ne instructions in the


https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2021-12-14/pdf/2021-27035.pdf

Why was the interim staff guidance developed?

 NRC anticipates the submission of construction
permit applications.

e NRC last reviewed and issued a light-water power-
reactor construction permit in the 1970s.

e Recently, NRC reviewed and issued licenses using
the one-step process in 10 CFR Part 52.

e There are ongoing NRC activities to realign the
requirements in 10 CFR Parts 50 and 52, and to
develop guidance for non-light-water reactor
designs.



Availability of Draft ISG DNRL-1SG-2022-XX

On December 14, 2021, the NRC published a
notice in the Federal Register requesting
comments on the draft interim staff guidance by
January 28, 2022. (86 FR 71101)

The draft interim staff guidance may be found in
the NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and
Management System at this link: ML21165A157



https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2021-12-14/pdf/2021-27035.pdf
https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157

Scope of Draft ISG DNRL-1SG-2022-XX

The scope of the interim staff guidance is the
safety review of light-water power-reactor
construction permit applications.

The interim staff guidance supplements the
existing review guidance for light-water power-
reactor applications found in NUREG-0800.


https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157

Parts of Draft ISG DNRL-ISG-2022-XX

e Main Body of Document
— Purpose, Background, Rationale, Applicability
— Guidance
— Implementation

— Backfitting and Issue Finality Discussion,
Congressional Review Act

— Final Resolution
— References

 Appendix


https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157

Guidance in Draft ISG DNRL-ISG-2022-XX

Guidance Subsections
e Requirements for a Power Reactor Construction Permit Application
e Light-Water-Reactor Safety Review Guidance
e Special Topics
— Re[ationship between the Construction Permit and Operating License
reviews
— Purposes and benefits of preapplication activities
— Lessons learned from recently issued construction permits

— Approach for reviewing concurrent license applications and
applications incorporating prior NRC approvals

— Potential effect of ongoing regulatory activities on construction permit
reviews and

— Licensing requirements for byproduct, source, or special nuclear
material.


https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157

Appendix to Draft ISG DNRL-ISG-2022-XX

 Supplements existing guidance in NUREG-
0800

— Reiterates the context, expected engagement, and
review approach

— Clarifies guidance for selected safety-related topics

 Not intended to include all topics expected
and reviewed in a construction permit
application.


https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157

Clarifications in Appendix to
Draft ISG DNRL-ISG-2022-XX

Select topics discussed:
— Siting
— Radiological Consequence Analyses
— Transient and Accident Analyses
— Structures, Systems, and Components
— Protective Coatings Systems
— Instrumentation and Control
— Electrical System Design and
— Radioactive Waste Management


https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157

Submitting Comments on DNRL-1SG-2022-XX

Link to Federal Register notice: 86 FR 71101

Two ways to submit comments:

1.

Federal Rulemaking Website: Go to https://www.regulations.gov/
and search for Docket ID NRC-2021-0162.

— Address questions about Docket IDs in Regulations.gov to Stacy
Schumann; telephone: 301-415-0624; email:
Stacy.Schumann@nrc.gov

— For technical questions, contact Carolyn Lauron, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001, telephone: 301-415-
2736, email: Carolyn.Lauron@nrc.gov

Mail comments to: Office of Administration, Mail Stop: TWFN-7-
A60M, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC

20555-0001, ATTN: Program Management, Announcements and
Editing Staff.



https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/main.jsp?AccessionNumber=ML21165A157
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2021-12-14/pdf/2021-27035.pdf
https://www.regulations.gov/
mailto:Stacy.Schumann@nrc.gov
mailto:Carolyn.Lauron@nrc.gov

Questions and Answers
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