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e TR Approved — 2000
 Calvert PAMS - 2003
« Palo Verde CPC-2003
e TR Updated -2013

e WDT NSAL-2017

* TR Revision4-2019

TR Simplified Review Schedule:

* Application for review received (June 2019)

e  Supplement 1 — Summary of changes (July 2019)

« Supplement 2 — CPU Load Change (August 2019)

 Supplement 3 — Equipment Qualification Report (September 2019)
*  Draft SE complete (October 2019)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
First, I’ll give you a little background on the Westinghouse Common Q Platform and explain why we thought that this platform TR update would be a good pilot project for the simplified review process.

The Common Q platform was originally approved for use in NPPs in 2000.  Shortly after this, two plants used the CQ platform for digital I&C upgrades.  They were Calvert Cliffs Post Accident Monitoring System and Palo Verde Core Protection Calculator.  Today, there are many Common Q I&C systems in operation around the world and the new Vogtle units use Common Q extensively.

In 2013, the NRC evaluated and approved an updated version of the Common Q topical report.  This Revision 3 of the TR is what is being referenced by the Vogtle AP1000 plants.

In 2017, Westinghouse informed the NRC of an issue that was discovered during testing (Nuclear Safety Advisory Letter, NSAL 17-2).  One of the Watchdog timers (called a stall timer) was found to have been disabled and the description of the WWDT functions that was previously provided to the NRC was found to be inaccurate.  The NRC reviewed the issue and found that the operability of the running systems was not impacted but that the safety evaluation (R3) was basing its conclusions on incorrect information.  The NRC asked Westinghouse to submit an updated TR at the soonest opportunity in order to correct this situation.  So this year, we received revision 4 of the TR.  
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Qualifying Aspects of Common Q TR for
Simplified Review Process

e The Common Q Platform was previously approved.

e WDT Changes being made were known to the NRC due to previous
operability reviews conducted in 2017 and 2018.

 Additional changes to TR were considered to be minor.
. A new module addition to platform — DI621
. Equipment Qualification Test Results for new module to be provided
. Other minor report corrections and clarifications to be made.

« The NRCdid not expect the changes to affect any of the TR safety
conclusions or methods of evaluation.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide lists the aspects of the Common Q LTR update project that made us consider it to be a good candidate for a Simplified Review Process.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is the proposed TR Transformation process flow chart.





®)

FUS.NRC  common Q Platform

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Protecting People and the Environment

Topical
Report

yes

Very limited ./ Standard Review )
scope? no (Normal SE)
’;‘;

yes

Revision to

an approved
TR? no

yes

Minimal
assessment

Original SE
conclusions

unaffected? required? no
yes
. Minimal
Is it a small anticipated
change? no
& staff effort? no
yes yes

Simplified SE Limited SE


Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, we went down the proposed TR Transformation process flow chart and ended up at the “Simplified SE” block shown here.

Read blocks leading down to the Simplified SE and explain why Yes answers applied for the Common Q platform TR.  

Limited Scope
Revision to an approved TR
Original conclusions unaffected
Small change
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Unanticipated Complications Discovered
During TR Review

* A new operating system for the FPDS was being introduced to the
platform.

* Instead of a single module (DI1621), the TR and test report included an
additional 16 modules.

* The TR change also added 7 new modules that had not undergone
complete equipment qualification.

Westinghouse requested a revision to the method of making setpoint
and configuration changes to the system during plant operations.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
When we received the application, there were several items included in the request that we had not anticipated.  

This slide shows four significant complications that we had to work through.
The first was determined to be OK because the FPDS system does not directly perform safety functions.
The second item did add to the scope of the evaluation because we had to review the test results of multiple modules.
The third item created a challenge because we had to add a new Open Item to specifically identify these modules and require future testing prior to allowing their use.
The fourth item would have disqualified the project from being a simplified review because, we would have needed to reevaluate the new methods in order to make a new safety conclusion.  When we explained this to Westinghouse, they withdrew the request.
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* Though we were able to perform the evaluation using the
simplified review process, several of the issues discovered
during the review could have pushed the evaluation out of the
process.

« If the applicant had persisted in requesting the method change,
the evaluation would have required RAIs and would have been
extended significantly.

« The NRC could have limited its review to the original anticipated
project scope but this would likely have resulted in a subsequent
second submittal.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here are the lessons learned from this pilot.  

In my view, there needs to be an easy escape clause in the process that would allow the TR to be either rejected or re-classified as a standard evaluation if the assumptions going into the evaluation turn out to be invalid.  This escape option should be at the discretion of the reviewer and should be available at any time during the review.  If a reviewer chooses to exercise the option to convert to a standard review, he should simply inform the applicant that the review is converted to a standard review and the new milestones should be applied accordingly.  There should be no metric failure applied for this situation.
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